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1. Introduction 
 
Video gaming has become part of the mainstream culture in recent years. It is no longer a hobby for 
only adolescents, now adults are an equal demographic. Video gaming has become so large that South 
Korea and Sweden have recently offered ‘e-sports’, i.e. online competitive gaming, to be viewed on 
national television and the rest of us can view these events online. Such tournaments have large 
rewards and offer opportunities for dedicated players to play the game full-time in pursuit of a career 
in this field. For example, the prize pool for the League of Legends (henceforth abbreviated to LoL) 
World Championship tournament was 2,130,000 dollars (Esportsearnings, online). LoL is a huge 
phenomenon in the video gaming and online world. As of January 2014, LoL boasts 27 million daily 
players and 67 million monthly players (Forbes, online). Thus, just through sheer numbers, it becomes 
very relevant. This is why it is a valid source with which to conduct research. In its own way, it creates 
a microcosm of the online youth culture. In addition to this, more related to this thesis, through its 
highly competitive but social gameplay, it makes for an interesting and new forum with which to 
research (im)politeness. LoL was chosen due to it being the largest game of its type and being 
renowned for its aggressive player community. This is something that will be covered in the next 
chapter.  
 
The aims of the theoretical section are to introduce the mechanics and the social environment of LoL 
for those who are not familiar with the game. This will guarantee that readers of all backgrounds can 
understand the relevance and impact of all findings within this study. Furthermore, relevant 
definitions and models of the impoliteness framework will be introduced, along with other important 
theoretical background on impoliteness. This theoretical introduction will include a discussion on 
how the theory relates to LoL in practice. The aims of the empirical section are to introduce the 
hypotheses and the research questions of this study, present a detailed description of the methodology 
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used in this study, show the results, continue the discussion of how the theory and the findings relate, 
and to conclude with an analytical discussion on the meanings and relevance of the findings.  
 
The theoretical section starts with a thorough look at LoL as a game, the contextualisation of the 
corpus, a look at the social interaction within the game, and the methods of punishing negative 
behaviour. This is followed by a chapter on impoliteness which provides the necessary definition, as 
well as necessary background of impoliteness, starting with a section on face; then a section on non-
conventionalised impoliteness; types of impoliteness strategies; context; triggering impoliteness; 
responses to impoliteness; and finally the specific context of online impoliteness through computer-
mediated communication will be discussed in light of online anonymity and the lack of face-to-face 
cues. The empirical section starts with a description and justification of the methodology used in this 
thesis. I discuss in detail the qualitative and quantitative collected data, as well as the ways it was 
analysed. This is followed by a detailed look at the gathered data: I describe the ways the corpus was 
collected and utilised and examine which kinds of backgrounds and habits the informants have in 
playing LoL. In chapter 5, the results and discussion are presented. The data is presented to the reader 
through exerts from the corpus, as well as quantitative tables and figures. Finally, in the conclusion, 
I discuss whether the hypotheses proved true and conclude with my evaluation of the strengths and 
the weaknesses of this study, as well as the future impact of this study for the field of impolite 
language research.      
 
The primary aims of this thesis are to apply the study of impolite (English) language to a new setting, 
i.e. LoL and to find out whether LoL can be a good arena for studying (online) impolite language for 
future studies alike. Impoliteness has seen an increasing amount of research lately, with Bousfield 
and Culpeper being some of the larger names in this field. A common issue with the works of both 
of these researchers is that their corpuses do not cover online interaction within online video games. 
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I believe that it is important to cover this ever-increasing phenomena and that LoL can provide an 
excellent corpus for studying impolite English language. A secondary aim of this thesis is to uncover 
the unique specifics of impoliteness in a setting such as LoL. It will be interesting to discover whether 
there are unique contextual factors and if they contribute to a different kind of impoliteness.  
 
This created the primary hypothesis of the study: ‘There is a large frequency of impolite utterances 
to be observed in LoL, which is caused by the stress of a competitive environment’. The primary part 
of the study is meant to provide scientific data to show that online video games (in this case, LoL) is 
a meaningful and unique source of impolite interaction and research. The secondary hypothesis is: 
‘There are significant differences in the amounts of impolite utterances in the lower tiers of the ranked 
leagues and the high tiers’ The secondary part is meant to provide data on the differences of the 
interaction between the different tiers of LoL ranked play. My presumption that there is lesser 
amounts of impolite interaction at the highest levels of the game stems from the reasoning that 
uncooperative and time-wasting behavior does not contribute to a victory, and thus high level players 
have learned to do it less .  
 
The two hypotheses of this thesis have led to the creation of six distinct research questions. The 
research questions of this thesis are the following:  
 
1. How frequent is impoliteness in LoL? 
2. Are there more impolite utterances in lower tiers of the ranked leagues? 
3. What kind of differences in impolite interaction are there in the different tiers?  
4. Which impoliteness strategies are used in LoL? 
5. What kind of events cause impoliteness in LoL? 
6. What kind of reactions are there to the FTAs in LoL? 
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2. League of Legends 
 
It is important that the readers have a good understanding of what League of Legends (LoL) is and 
why it makes an interesting target for (im)politeness research. This chapter introduces LoL, its 
system, and the social environment to those who have not played it before. This is important for the 
purpose of understanding this thesis as a whole. First and foremost, I provide the official definition 
of the game by Leagueoflegends.com: 
 
League of Legends is a fast-paced, competitive online game that blends the speed and intensity 
of an RTS with RPG elements. Two teams of powerful champions, each with a unique design 
and playstyle, battle head-to-head across multiple battlefields and game modes. With an ever-
expanding roster of champions, frequent updates and a thriving tournament scene, League of 
Legends offers endless replayability for players of every skill level. 
 
First of all, RTS stands for ‘real time strategy’ - a name that describes these types of games fittingly. 
They are strategic games that occur in real time, i.e. there are no turns or breaks, players play nonstop 
from start to finish (some games do allow a pause function). On the other hand, RPG, stands for ‘role 
playing games’ - games where a player typically controls their character and powers it up, by picking 
new abilities and strengths as the game goes on. Naturally, an Internet connection is required to play 
LoL, as all games are situated online and feature real players from different locations.  
 
2.1 Summoner’s Rift 
 
The main focus of this study will be a game mode called ‘Summoner’s Rift’. It is the most popular 
mode and the primary one for competitive play. Hence, it is the most worthwhile target to focus on 
for the purposes of collecting data. The map is mirrored diagonally and has three roads, called lanes, 
which lead into the opponent’s base headquarters. Players use these lanes to progress closer to the 
enemy’s base and closer to victory. Every lane is defended with hard-hitting towers and an inhibitor, 
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which is a special objective for the opposite team to destroy in order to gain an advantage. At the 
heart of both bases lies the nexus, which constantly spawns artificial intelligence (AI) creatures which 
fight other AI creatures in the lane, as well as the players themselves. The game ends when a team 
destroys the opponents’ nexus.  Between the lanes lies an expansive jungle, as well as a river, 
containing further neutral AI units, which grant powerful boosts to the player(s) who kills them.  
 
This is the setting for two opposing teams of five people to compete for victory. One may either play 
with their friends or join a completely random party of strangers, or something between the two, 
substituting any lacking team members with random players. Once the team has been set up, players 
choose their role and a specific champion to play in the game and then the game is ready to begin 
(Leagueoflegends, online). It is important to note that each player on the five-man team controls their 
own individual champion in the game, thus having a clear influence on the outcome of the game. 
However, at its basis, LoL is a game centred on teamwork. Typically, the map is divided into the 
three lanes in such a way that there is one player in the top lane, one player in the mid lane and two 
players in the bottom lane. The fifth person is called a jungler and their job is to roam the jungle and 
make surprise attacks on the lanes to gain an advantage in manpower. Each lane is important and the 
failure of executing one’s tasks is likely to lead to a loss for the whole team, which for obvious 
reasons, often causes friction between players.   
 
2.2 Competitive ranked play 
 
Players have the option to either play unranked games or ranked games.  Currently, the ranked ladder 
is in its fifth season, during which players attempt to reach the highest possible rank they can before 
the ranks reset for a new season. Thus, competitive ranked games have further consequences after the 
game. If you win more games than you lose, then it is likely that you will rise in the divisions and 
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leagues. There are seven different leagues in LoL, each signaling the skill and prestige of a player. 
From bottom to top (with the percentage of players allocated to them the leagues are: Bronze 
(20.76%); Silver (45.27%); Gold (23.56%); Platinum (7.93%); Diamond (2.43%); and Challenger 
(0.02%) (Lolsummoners, online). The new league called Master will be placed between the Diamond 
and Challenger leagues. However at the time of writing this thesis, the statistics were not available 
for it yet. The leagues are further subdivided into divisions: V, IV, III, II, I. When you reach division 
I and continue winning, you will be eligible to enter the promotion matches, which make it possible 
for a player to advance to the next league, where players will start from division V. The importance 
of this ranked system to this thesis is that the pressure of winning and progressing on the ladder can 
be very stressful and often causes aggressive behavior in people, which can lead to impolite language. 
Furthermore, the leagues clearly show the level and experience of a player and are likely to contain 
people who have differences in the language they use. Therefore, players from different leagues will 
be contrasted to each other in the empirical section.  
 
2.3 The social interaction within League of Legends 
 
LoL is a relatively social game. Firstly, players have the option to play with their friends. However, 
this does not mean it is the primary mode of playing. It is very common for players to play with 
random team members. This is called playing in the ‘solo queue’. A player can also add new friends 
to their friends list to be able to continue with a pleasant player they have met. Second of all, there is 
a chat system within the game, in both the lobby, and inside the games. A player can send private 
messages, talk with their team, or talk with both teams in a chat meant for all participants of the game. 
This is where the majority of impolite interaction usually occurs, which is one of the hypotheses of 
this study. Players can also mute other players, effectively ignoring the aggressive player(s).  
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The chat allows players to bond and discuss strategy for the specific game. However, quite often the 
communication between players becomes negative and impolite. Thus, in order to facilitate a positive 
social environment, leagueoflegends.com provides a code of conduct for players in the game, called 
the ‘Summoner’s code’. The code features the following nine rules: 
 
1. Support your team.  
2. Drive constructive feedback. 
3. Facilitate civil discussion. 
4. Enjoy yourself, but not at anyone else’s expense. 
5. Build relationships. 
6. Show humility in defeat and grace in victory. 
7. Be resolute, not indignant. 
8. Leave no newbie behind! 
9. Lead by example.  
 
It is clear what kind of behaviour LoL seeks to encourage, and while in most cases it is likely that the 
majority of the players can abide to these rules, sometimes a player or several players completely 
disregard one or more of these codes. This leads to the punishment system, introduced in the next 
section.  
 
2.4 Tribunal 
 
The players who fail to meet the conduct of the Summoner’s code or in any other ways makes a game 
less enjoyable for others through aggression, premature leaving, or intentional misplaying may be 
reported by other players. Players who receive many reports may end up in Tribunal, a system where 
other LoL players may review evidence and make judgment on their fellow player. At worst, a player 
may be banned for life. (Hodson: 2013, 18) reports on the integration of the system into LoL: ‘[g]ames 
are competitive and tempers often run high, so abusive messages are commonplace. But a new system 
has shown that not only can such bad behaviour be dealt with by the crowd - it is also easy to modify’. 
He quotes Jeff Lin, lead designer of social systems at Riot Games, which manages LoL, who mentions 
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that behavioural profiles can be created for every player in the game. The profiles can measure how 
much a player curses and insults his/her team members or the opponents. Lin makes a very interesting 
remark about the players’ behaviour: most negative behaviour consists of outbursts from players who 
are normally well-behaved. Tribunal, which was demonstrated at the Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology’s Game Lab, can provide a solution. Lin continues that ‘Tribunal aggregates all the 
negative behaviour cases, including chat logs, and bubbles them to the top’ (op. cit.).  
 
The system has led to new standards and now allows swearing, but not if it is directed at another 
player. There are also other ways of affecting player behaviour: simple messages, displayed during 
load screens, can affect players’ subsequent game. ‘For example, advising players that their 
teammates would perform worse if they harassed them after a mistake resulted in an 11 per cent 
reduction in offensive language in the subsequent game, compared with when no tips were shown’ 
(Hodson: 2013, 18). However, it must be mentioned that the tribunal has not functioned since late 
2014 and it is unclear if there are plans to fix it.  
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3. Impoliteness  
 
The linguistic study of (im)politeness has been strongly skewed  towards politeness (see Bousfield, 
e.g. 2008; Culpeper, e.g. 2011). Eelen (2001) calls this the ‘conceptual bias’ in approaches to 
politeness. However, in my opinion, the study and research of impoliteness can be just as important 
linguistically. It is no rare occurrence in human interaction, therefore it must be taken into account in 
the scientific research of politeness. Impoliteness is particularly common on the Internet, which this 
thesis focuses on. The present chapter will focus on defining what impoliteness is, the important 
factors that must be taken into account in order to understand impoliteness, such as the understanding 
of face and maxims; the dynamic nature of impoliteness; and finally reasons for its occurrence and 
ways to defend oneself against it.  
 
3.1 The definition of impoliteness 
 
In this section, I will give the definition of impoliteness that will be used in the empirical section. As 
Culpeper (2011) mentions, there is no commonly accepted definition of impoliteness. Surveying a 
volume of papers on impoliteness, the editors conclude that ‘there is no solid agreement in the 
chapters as to what "impoliteness" actually is’ (Locher and Bousfield 2008: 3). Culpeper (2011: 19-
20) lists many definitions of impoliteness from as early as 1989 (see Lakoff 1989: 103), to Culpeper’s 
own definition in 2011.To save space for more key issues, I will not mention them all. However, I 
would like to quote the definition Bousfield (2008: 72) gave: 
 
...impoliteness constitutes the communication of intentionally gratuitous and conflictive verbal 
face-threatening acts (FTAs) which are purposefully delivered: (1) unmitigated, in contexts 
where mitigation is required, and/or, (2) with deliberate aggression, that is, with the face threat 
exacerbated, ‘boosted’ or maximised in some way to heighten the face damage inflicted.  
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Bousfield (2008) covers many issues detrimental to the definition impoliteness well. One especially 
important issue to discuss is the aspect of intentionality in terms of defining impoliteness. Bousfield 
(2008: 73) believes that the aspect of intentionality is important to investigate in impolite utterances, 
but it can be tricky to deduce it from transcripts of speech. As Culpeper et al. (2003: 1552) note, 
interlocutors do not (usually) expose their intentions directly. Instead, the plausible intentions have 
to be reconstructed, with adequate evidence, of course. This is where the importance of features such 
as context; co-text; discoursal roles of the participants; the activity type one is engaged in; previous 
events; affect between the interactants; and the power, rights, and obligations of the interactants 
emerge (Bousfield 2008: 74). Another key issue in Bousfield’s view is that impoliteness be delivered 
unmitigated/with deliberately aggressive statements. However, aggression is something that falls 
outside of the scope of this narrow chapter. Nonetheless, I will quote Bousfield (Op. cit.: 75) in 
describing aggression as the ‘...lowest and most common denominator to such phenomena as 
‘conflict’ or ‘confrontation’ which underlie impoliteness’. In other words, aggressive 
bahaviour/feeling angry is present in most cases of impoliteness. This goes in line with the idea of 
LoL players being angry that they are losing the game because of some other player(s) and lash out 
at them in chat.  
 
Next, I will discuss Culpeper’s (2011) definition of impoliteness and then choose the definition to be 
used in the rest of this thesis. In Culpeper’s 2011: 20-4) definition ‘...the key notions under scrutiny 
are face, social norms, intentionality and emotions’. Here we see the notion of intentionality arising 
once again. However, as Culpeper (op. cit.) later mentions: ‘[m]y data shows that people can, at least 
in some contexts, still take serious offence in the absence of intention’ (op. cit.: 51). This is a more 
flexible stance on the notion of impoliteness. Something that we did not see in Bousfield’s definition 
was social norms. One more notion that I must mention from Culpeper is the idea that ‘impoliteness 
involves (a) a mental attitude held by a participant and comprised of negative evaluative beliefs about 
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particular behaviours in particular social contexts, and (b) the activation of that attitude by those 
particular in-context behaviours’ (op. cit.). A common example of something that has negative 
evaluative beliefs in many (if not most) social contexts is the use of  taboo language, e.g. swearing. 
For example, a student would be in deep trouble if he/she used the F-word in class in the presence of 
the teacher. 
 
Now we arrive at the definition that Culpeper (2011: 23) provides: 
 
Impoliteness is a negative attitude towards specific behaviours occurring in specific contexts. 
It is sustained by expectations, desires and/or beliefs about social organisation, including, in 
particular, how one person’s or a group’s identities are mediated by others in interaction. 
Situated behaviours are viewed negatively - considered ‘impolite’ - when they conflict with 
how one expects them to be, how one wants them to be and/or how one thinks they ought to be. 
Such behaviours always have or are presumed to have emotional consequences for at least one 
participant, that is, they cause or are presumed to cause offence. Various factors can exacerbate 
how offensive an impolite behaviour is taken to be, including for example whether one 
understands a behaviour to be strongly intentional or not.  
 
As we see, Culpeper’s definition focuses on slightly different issues (cf. Bousfield 2008). For 
Culpeper, it is a key issue that the society at large recognises the specific behaviour as being impolite 
in a specific context. As an example, I will return to my aforementioned example of using taboo 
language in school. In most schools, swearing is something that is largely viewed upon as negative 
behaviour, especially in the context of an ongoing class. In other words, we expect that no one swears 
during class and breaking this rule will be considered impolite. This might have various emotional 
consequences, ranging from any sensitive students taking offense to the teacher having to react to the 
breach of the rule in some way. This is especially true if the teacher perceives that it was not just a 
simple slip of the tongue from the pupil but instead an intentional linguistic attack. However, it is also 
possible that some teachers might not have such a rule in their classroom and swearing will not be 
seen as breaking any social norms. It all depends on the situation, the place, and the context.   
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While both definitions have many features in common, such as intentionality and face, it is the focus 
on social norms that makes Culpeper’s definition closer to real interaction between real people. I 
would argue that it is important to investigate different social contexts and their social norms and 
only then analyse a statement as impolite. Impoliteness then is an ignoring of social communication 
rules, without caring for the people who might suffer from it emotionally. League of Legends strongly 
supports this kind of a definition. As mentioned, the Summoner’s code emphasises being supportive 
and constructive and facilitates civil discussion (Leagueoflegends, online). Nonetheless, these rules 
are often broken, much to the dismay of many players who are targeted by impolite language. As 
Bousfield (2008: 44) observes, ‘...the ‘Social Norm’ view is effectively the lay-person’s conceptual 
understanding of the phenomena of politeness’. It is important to respect the lay-person’s view, as 
language is meant to serve the society, not vice versa. To conclude, while Bousfield elaborates many 
notions related to impoliteness better, I believe that Culpeper’s definition of impoliteness is superior 
and the clearest one for the purpose of this thesis. This is why it will be the definition used in this 
thesis.  
 
3.2 Face  
 
In this section I will go through what face is and how it relates to the study of impoliteness. In addition 
to this, I will choose the analytical framework for analysing the types of offence involving face to be 
used in this thesis. The concept of face seems to originate in China (e.g. Hu 1944; Ho 1976). However, 
much of the modern writing on face draws upon the work of Goffman (e.g. 1967). Goffman (1967: 
5) defines face as:  
 
...the positive social value a person effectively claims for himself by the line others assume he 
has taken during a particular contact. Face is an image of self delineated in terms of approved 
social attributes - albeit an image that others may share, as when a person makes a good showing 
for his profession or religion by making a good showing for himself. 
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This concept of face has been at the core of another famous work; Brown and Levinson’s (1987) 
approach to politeness. As Brown and Levinson (1987: 61) note, their notion of face has been derived 
from Goffman (1967) and from the English folk term, which ties face to the idiom ‘losing face’, i.e. 
one’s public image suffering damage. They also make the assumptions that all competent adult 
members of a society have, and are aware of others having: 
 
(i) ‘face’, the public self-image that every member wants to claim for himself, consisting in two 
related aspects: 
(a) negative face: the basic claim to territories, personal preserves, rights to non-distraction - 
i.e. to freedom of action and freedom from imposition 
(b) positive face: the positive consistent self-image or ‘personality’ (crucially including the 
desire that this self-image be appreciated and approved of) claimed by interactants 
 
(ii) certain rational capacities, in particular consistent modes of reasoning from ends to the 
means that will achieve those ends.  
                     (Brown and Levinson 1987: 61) 
 
Brown and Levinson (1987: 61-2) further clarify that the members of a given society treat face as not 
something that members of a society treat as norms or values to subscribe to. Instead, they treat the 
aspects of face as basic wants which every member of a society knows every other member desires, 
and which, in general, are in every member’s interest to partially satisfy. As Brown and Levinson 
(op. cit.) put it, ‘...normally everyone’s face depends on everyone else’s being maintained, and since 
people can be expected to defend their faces if threatened, and in defending their own to threaten 
others’ faces, it is in general in every participant’s best interest to maintain each other’s face...’. 
Furthermore, face is something that is emotionally invested, and something that can be lost, 
maintained, or enhanced through interaction. Finally, Brown and Levinson (op. cit.) point out that 
face can be, and routinely is, suspended in cases of urgent cooperation, or in the interest of efficiency.  
 
With Goffman and Brown and Levinson having been mentioned, I will move forward to the analytical 
framework for analysing the types of offence involving face to be used in this thesis. The framework 
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I refer to is Spencer-Oatey’s (e.g. 2002, 2005, 2007, 2008) rapport management. It is the same one 
that Culpeper (2011) chose in his work. The reasons for choosing this are that it is broad; has been 
successfully deployed in empirical research involving various cultures; reflects research in social 
psychology; and most important of all, it has been successfully applied to impoliteness. However, as 
Culpeper (2011: 26) puts it, in some places her definitions of the various categories are brief and the 
literature in social psychology underpinning the categories needs to be reinforced. Thus, Culpeper 
adds clarifications and refinements (largely derived from data analyses and referring back to the social 
psychology literature). Culpeper further adds questions to be asked that define whether there is 
impoliteness targeted towards that specific phenomena. It is important to note that the given questions 
can also have a negative counterpart.  
 
Now I shall introduce Spencer-Oatey’s (2002: 540) types of face, the first of which is quality face, 
defined as: 
 
We have a fundamental desire for people to evaluate us positively in terms of our personal 
qualities; e.g. our competence, abilities, appearance etc. Quality face is concerned with the 
value that we effectively claim for ourselves in terms of such personal qualities as these, and so 
is closely associated with our sense of personal self-esteem.  
 
Culpeper (2011: 28) further adds that when deciding whether quality face is involved in a potentially 
impolite interaction (or as it will be referred to in the rest of the thesis: face threatening act, i.e. FTA) 
the question to be asked is: ‘does the interaction evoke an understanding that something counters 
positive values which a participant claims not only to have as a specific individual but to be assumed 
by other participant(s) as having?’.  A clear example related to LoL here is that players want to have 
a positive image of their LoL gaming skills. It can be safely assumed that most ranked players assume 
that they are good at the game and that losses, in general, are not their fault. When a player attacks 
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this image by implying that they are bad and/or are at fault in the situation, it is a clear attack on their 
quality face. 
 
The second type of face that Spencer-Oatey (2002: 540) defines is social identity face:  
 
We have a fundamental desire for people to acknowledge and uphold our social identities or 
roles, e.g. as group leader, valued customer, close friend. Social identity face is concerned with 
the value that we effectively claim for ourselves in terms of social or group roles, and is closely 
associated with our sense of public worth.  
 
Culpeper (2011: 29) notes that the question to be asked when deciding whether social identity face is 
involved in impolite interaction is: ‘does the interaction evoke an understanding that something 
counters positive values which a participant claims not only to have in common with all other 
members in a particular group, but to be assumed by other participant(s) as having?’ As mentioned 
prior, LoL is highly centered on the team, with each individual having a certain level of effect on the 
outcome of the game. Thus, teams and teamwork in general, are considered to be very important. If 
one is excluded from the team due to their poor play (or the perception of poor play in the eyes of the 
rest of the team) by means of shunning the person; calling him/her names; or requesting the enemy 
team to report the player for bad gameplay, it is a clear attack on the individual’s social identity face.  
 
A category of face that Spencer-Oatey (e.g. 2007, 2008) added later is relational face. Of relational 
face, Spencer-Oatey writes: ‘[s]ometimes there can also be a relational application; for example, 
being a talented leader and/or a kind-hearted teacher entails a relational component that is intrinsic 
to the evaluation’ (2008: 15) cited from Culpeper (2011: 30, his emphasis). Spencer-Oatey (2007: 
647) defines ‘relational’ as: ‘...the relationship between the participants (e.g. distance-closeness, 
equality-inequality, perceptions of role rights and obligations), and the ways in which this relationship 
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is managed or negotiated’. The question to be asked when deciding whether relational face is involved 
in impoliteness is:  
 
[D]oes the interaction evoke an understanding that something counters positive values about 
the relations which a participant claims not only to have with a significant other or others but 
to be assumed by that/ those significant other(s) and/ or others but to be assumed by that/ those 
significant other(s) and/ or other participant(s) as having?  
                   (Culpeper 2011: 30) 
 
Relational face is difficult to situate into LoL, as the majority of the games occur with random players. 
Thus, it is unlikely that a clear leader arises, or that a player would have any prior relations with other 
players. However, when played with friends or constant teammates, there are clear violations of 
relational face in LoL. The stress of a competitive game can come between teammates and friends, 
with equal attacks on the face, which can be even more damaging when arising from a close 
person/colleague.  
 
Further, Spencer-Oatey (2005: 100) gives two further aspects of sociality rights. The first one is equity 
rights, which she defines as:  
 
...people have a fundamental belief that they are entitled to personal consideration from others 
and to be treated fairly; in other words, that they are not unduly imposed upon, that they are not 
unfairly ordered about, and that they are not taken advantage of or exploited. This 
principle...seems to have three components: cost-benefit considerations (the principle that 
people should not be exploited or disadvantaged), fairness and reciprocity (the belief that costs 
and benefits should be ‘fair’ and kept roughly in balance), and autonomy-control (the belief that 
people should not be unduly controlled or imposed upon).  
 
The question to ask here is: ‘does the interaction evoke an understanding that something counters a 
state of affairs in which a participant considers that they are not unduly exploited, disadvantaged, 
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unfairly dealt with, controlled or imposed upon?’ (Culpeper 2011: 40). Behaviour that can be said to 
attack a player’s equity rights is fairly common in LoL. Considering that players are usually put into 
a completely randomised team of people, it is very likely that the other team members might not act 
in a way that is equally considering of everyone’s equity rights. After all, most of the time, the only 
goal for each individual person is to win the game, not to necessarily make any friends. So it is entirely 
possible that, in the process of winning, a player/players are not treated fairly or without another 
player attempting to control them.   
 
The second aspect of sociality rights is association. Spencer-Oatey (2005: 100) defines it as:  
 
...people have a fundamental belief they are entitled to an association with others that is in 
keeping with the type of relationship that they have with them. This principle...seems to have 
three components: involvement (the principle that people should have appropriate amount and 
types of ‘activity’ involvement with others), empathy (the belief that people should share 
appropriate concerns, feelings, and interests with others), and respect (the belief that people 
should show appropriate amounts of respectfulness for others).  
 
Culpeper (2011: 41) points out that the question that can be asked here is:  
 
[D]oes the interaction evoke an understanding that something counters a state of affairs in 
which a participant considers that they have an appropriate level of behavioural involvement 
and sharing of concerns, feelings and interests with others, and are accorded an appropriate 
level of respect? 
 
Even on a wholly logical level, this sociality right can be assumed to occur less frequently in LoL. 
Particularly in those games where everyone else is a complete stranger to you, one is unlikely to 
expect anything other than a competent team member or a fair opponent. In that sense, it can be 
argued that players would expect others to keep to the Summoner’s code of conduct during the game, 
which is fitting to the type of relationship that they share with each other, i.e. a team member or 
opponent in one single game. If this logic is applied to association rights in LoL, then it can be said 
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that players break this right frequently. However, this kind of a definition is far too loose, as it 
basically consists of all instances of impoliteness.   
 
An important issue to note is that Spencer-Oatey herself does not consider sociality rights to be a face 
issue: ‘...an infringement of sociality rights may simply lead to annoyance or irritation, rather than to 
a sense of face threat or loss (although it is possible, of course, that both will occur)’ (Spencer-Oatey 
2002: 541). Thus, she maintains that it is important to separate the two concepts of face and sociality 
rights. However, Spencer-Oatey (e.g. 2007: 652) notes that the two can be closely connected. She 
gives an example where a friend’s negative action might simply make us feel irritated or annoyed, 
but it can also go one step further and cause a sense of face threat and/or loss. In these scenarios the 
issues of sociality rights and face claims are closely bound.  
 
3.3 Deeper analysis of impoliteness 
 
Impoliteness is a complex linguistic phenomenon and as such it has to be analysed much deeper than 
just by giving it a surface definition. Hence, in this chapter I will discuss non-conventionalised 
impoliteness, the types of impoliteness strategies that can be found in real life impolite interaction, 
the context of impolite interactions, how triggering of the impoliteness occurs, and finally the types 
of responses interactants might employ when faced with an impolite utterance.  
 
3.3.1 Non-conventionalised impoliteness 
 
There are many cases where an utterance might not have any features that constitute as conventional 
impoliteness and yet it still causes offense to another interactant. These cases clearly need to be 
accounted for. One fitting classification, i.e. ‘implicational impoliteness’ is proposed by Culpeper (cf. 
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Culpeper 2011: 155-83). He points out that this classification is fit to cover difficult borderlines, such 
as ‘insinuations’, ‘innuendos’, ‘casting aspersions’, ‘digs’, ‘snide comments/remarks’, etc. However 
the classification is far too large to be discussed in this narrower thesis. Nonetheless, a key proponent 
of implicational impoliteness is Grice’s (1975) Cooperative Principle (CP), which is a model that, for 
the purposes of this thesis, should be sufficient to cover the grounds of those impoliteness cases that 
clearly threaten an interactant’s face but do not contain any conventional impoliteness formulae by 
themselves. Another category of impoliteness that CP is able to cover is off record impoliteness, 
which is discussed in several sources (e.g. Brown and Levinson 1987), but perhaps best reiterated in 
Bousfield (2008: 95), where he notes that off record is the use of strategies where the threat or damage 
to an interactant’s face is performed indirectly, so that it can still be cancelled, e.g. denied. Hence, 
the impolite utterance might only be an implicature.  Bousfield (op. cit.) further mentions two 
subcategories of off record impoliteness: sarcasm and withhold politeness. Sarcasm should be 
familiar to most readers: it constitutes a strategy that, on the surface, appears to be appropriate but 
which is meant to be taken as the opposite, thus possibly causing damage to the face. The latter can 
be an FTA, especially when politeness would normally be expected.   
 
Utterances lacking conventional impoliteness formulae can be difficult to recognise. This is where 
Grice’s CP can be used to analyse borderline impoliteness cases. Below I introduce the four 
conversational categories of supermaxims and their sub-maxims:  
 
Supermaxim: Quantity. Relates to the quantity of information to be provided.  
 
Submaxim 1: Make your contribution as informative as is required (for the current purposes 
of the exchange). 
Submaxim 2: Do not make your contribution more informative than is required. 
     (Grice 1975: 45-6) 
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This supermaxim is very relevant in the study of an environment such as LoL. The cooperational and 
hectic setting of the game requires prioritising appropriate amounts of information, for if the message 
does not have enough information, the possibilities of fruitful teamwork are drastically reduced. Then 
again, on the other side of the spectrum, messages holding too much information require too much 
time to type into chat and too much time to read. Clear examples of impoliteness in flouting this 
supermaxim might be instances where, in addition to the necessary information, players also add 
unnecessary remarks about irrelevant factors, such as that a players is a ‘noob’ or that the game is lost 
because their team members have no idea how to play and then continue on listing examples of just 
how their team failed them. For the purpose of winning the game, this is completely unnecessary 
information. 
  
Supermaxim: Quality. Relates to making the contribution to be truthful.  
 
Submaxim 1: Do not say what you believe to be false. 
Submaxim 2: Do not say that for which you lack adequate evidence.  
(Grice 1975: 46) 
 
This supermaxim, even on the general level, is quite difficult to measure. We cannot know for sure 
when someone is stating something that they absolutely know to be true. It is quite clear that all of us 
have tendencies to flout this maxim on occasion, most likely by accident. In the age of social media 
we frequently absorb and retell information that we believe to be fact but do not actually have any 
evidence for. Within the context of LoL, this kind of behaviour is repeated, as players express beliefs 
about various champions, items, other players, and such as factual information, without adequate 
evidence. This can be especially observed in the lower leagues where there are many new players 
expressing information just as they were experts on the game. 
 
Supermaxim: Relation. Relates to being relevant. 
 
Submaxim: Be relevant. 
(Grice 1975: 46) 
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The frequency of flouting this maxim in LoL depends on how strictly we define the purpose of the 
text-based chat. If one believes it to be there strictly for strategic communication, all chat outside of 
the game can be considered to be irrelevant. Then again, if we approach the chat with the idea that it 
should also be used to make new bonds between players, then it allows for a more ranged 
conversation. The most logical definition would be that, in times of fierce battling, one should focus 
on the game rather than talking about random topics. Topics that do not relate to the concrete hectic 
situation, especially when you should not be using time to type in chat, can then be considered to 
flout the maxim of relation. 
 
Supermaxim: Manner. Relates to being perspicuous. 
 
Submaxim 1: Avoid obscurity of expression. 
Submaxim 2. Avoid ambiguity. 
Submaxim 3. Be brief (avoid unnecessary prolixity).  
Submaxim 4. Be orderly.  
(Grice 1975: 46) 
 
There are many examples of how players in LoL flout this maxim. Just the last submaxim mentioned 
in the list, i.e. be orderly, is flouted nearly every game when players become aggressive and fill the 
chat with profanity, complaints, and heavy critique of other players. Furthermore, players tend to use 
many jargons in their communication, which can possibly be obscure to some new players. Some 
players also have a habit of using their native tongue, despite team members who cannot speak that 
language. There are many other examples but the examples provided above should be sufficient. 
 
Grice (1975: 49) points out that, in addition to flouting a maxim, i.e. blatantly failing to fulfil it, a 
person might also violate a maxim quietly or unostentatiously; opt out from the maxim and/or the CP 
in entirety, thus making a plan that he/she is unwilling to cooperate; or be faced with a clash, where 
one can’t fulfil a maxim without violating another. For the purpose of this thesis, it is sufficient to 
focus on the flouting of maxims in order to achieve a deeper understanding of those instances of 
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impoliteness that are not so clear. Considering whether those utterances flout one of the maxims will 
make it easier to make clear categorisations within the corpus.  
 
3.3.2 Types of impoliteness strategies 
 
Bousfield (2008: 101-25) has effectively tested out the strategies of realisations of impoliteness 
introduced by Culpeper (1996). Some of the strategies (e.g. snub) have been raised by Bousfield 
(2008) himself. Not only is it important to have a working definition of impoliteness but it is also 
important to understand how people choose to convey impoliteness. In his own research, as data, 
Bousfield (2008: 7) has used extracts from video-taped television serial documentaries - so called 
‘fly-on-the-wall’ documentaries, prevalent in the UK during the late 1990s and early 2000. The 
chosen extracts are from ‘driver-clamper encounters; military training discourse; police-public 
encounters; employer-to-employee discourse and person to person encounters’ (Bousfield 2008: 7). 
Below, I shall list all the strategies that had representation in Bousfield’s data. I shall not elaborate 
on them in detail. Instead, I will only mention the headline which should include sufficient 
information. For a more detailed description, see Bousfield (2008: 101-18) and Culpeper (1996: 357-
8): 
 
(1) Snub 
(2) Disassociate from the other - for example, deny association or common ground with the 
other; avoid sitting together 
(3) Be uninterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic (adapted from Culpeper 1996: 357) 
(4) Use inappropriate identity markers 
(5) Seek disagreement/avoid agreement  
(6) Use taboo words - swear, or use abusive or profane language  
(7) Threaten/frighten - instil [sic] a belief that action detrimental to the other will occur 
(8) Condescend, scorn or ridicule - emphasize your relative power. Be contemptuous 
(9) ‘Explicitly’ associate the other with a negative aspect - personalise, use the pronouns ‘I’ and 
‘you’ 
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Some of the strategies presented by Culpeper (1996: 357-8) were not realised in Bousfield’s corpus. 
However, this does not mean they could never occur in real life interaction. In fact some (but not all) 
of the strategies not found in Bousfield’s corpus could be found in the corpus collected from ranked 
LoL games. The strategies that Bousfield (2008: 123-4) mentions under this category are: ‘Use 
obscure or secretive language - for example, mystify the other with jargon, or use a code known to 
others in the group, but not the target’; ‘Invade the other’s space - literally (e.g. position yourself 
closer to the other than the relationship permits) or metaphorically (e.g. ask for, or speak about 
information which is too intimate given the relationship)’; and ‘Put the other’s indebtedness on 
record’. In addition to these three, there were no utterance level instances of the strategy ‘Make the 
other feel uncomfortable - for example do not avoid silence, joke or use small talk’ being used. 
However, one must note that all impoliteness strategies can be said to have the goal of making the 
other feel uncomfortable (op. cit.) 
 
Finally, Bousfield (2008: 125-34) provides some of his own strategies that were visible in his corpus 
data:  
 
(1) Criticise - dispraise h, some action or inaction by h, or some entity in which h has invested 
face 
(2) Hinder/block - physically (block passage), communicatively (deny turn, interrupt) 
(3) Enforce role shift 
(4) Challenges 
 
Sarcasm/mock politeness can, but not always (cf. Bousfield: 2008: 119-22), convey impoliteness. 
Culpeper (1996: 356) describes it as performing politeness strategies that are obviously insincere, 
thus remaining surface realisations. Withholding politeness is another issue to be talked about. In line 
with the thinking that impoliteness is a confliction in how one expects one to behave (see Culpeper’s 
2011 definition above), not being polite when one should be can be construed as impoliteness. Other 
notable strategies may include mock impoliteness, i.e. banter, and shouting. Culpeper (1996: 358) 
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theorises that shouting can be a mean of conveying impoliteness. Jay (1992: 97, 108) further adds 
that a person who shouts in anger is both making sure that the hearer is aware of their anger and that 
he/she is invading the space of the hearer. 
 
There are also ways to increase the complexity and impact of impolite utterances. Bousfield (2008: 
155-66) provides two distinct ways of how impolite utterances become more complex. First of all, 
speaker(s) might repeat a particular strategy. Thus, a particular word, a phrase, grammatical 
structures, and any other feature that constitutes a pragmatic strategy (or variations on the theme of 
them) form a parallelism, i.e. ‘a perceptually prominent pattern where some features are held constant 
and others may vary’ (op. cit.). Second of all, several strategies can be combined within one utterance. 
Adding taboo words was a common way to mix strategies. Culpeper (2011: 139) elaborates on how 
impolite utterances can be exacerbated to add further offensiveness. Using various means, such as the 
addition of modifiers, taboo words, non-verbal features, particular prosodies, and so on, one can add 
further impoliteness or add impoliteness to a normal utterance. This can be illustrated by comparing 
two simple sentences: ‘Are you serious?’ and ‘Are you fucking serious?’ The first one might not be 
impolite at all, depending on the context. The second one is far more likely to have face threatening 
features and is more likely to be impolite in most situations. However, it is interesting to note that, as 
Culpeper (op. cit.: 140-1)  notes, adding boosters to higher levels of aggression made little difference 
to how it was perceived. Above a certain level, further intensity may not increase the offensiveness.  
 
3.3.3 Context 
 
Before I begin this sub-section, I would like to quote Sperber and Wilson (1986: 15): ‘[t]he set of 
premises used in interpreting an utterance...constitutes what is generally known as the context. A 
context is a psychological construct, a subset of the hearer’s assumptions about the world’. These 
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premises that they mentioned play a large role in how and what interactants say and how they say it 
and, naturally, how one can and/or should interpret them.  Thus, in the following paragraphs, I will 
talk about context from the perspective of activity types and the interactans - two extremely important 
issues in the analysis and evaluation of communication between interactants. 
 
The central idea of pragmatic theory is that language is not used in a vacuum but bears the marks of 
specific situations by individual interactants for functional purposes. ‘Context includes such concepts 
as the physical, social and psychological background in which language is used’ (Bousfield 2008: 
169). Thus, it is clear that specific mechanisms are required in order to understand said context in 
which participants within a speech event operate. Levison’s (1979) ‘Activity Types’ is a fitting model 
to use for this purpose. Levinson (1979: 368) defines activity types as being:  
 
A fuzzy category whose focal members are goal-defined, socially constituted, bounded, events 
with constraints on participants, setting and so on, but above all on the kinds of allowable 
contributions. Paradigm examples would be teaching, a job interview, a jural interrogation, a 
football game, a task in a workshop, a dinner party, and so on. 
 
This agrees with Culpeper’s line of impoliteness definition. Each specific event, be it a school class, 
job interview, or a casual company outing, add their own context and therefore add their own rules 
for appropriate social behaviour. As Bousfield (2008: 170) puts it, ‘...the situation shapes the 
language’. A very notable feature of these sorts of situations are that they limit the type of language 
interactants are free to use. For example, in the army, a soldier of a lower rank has very limited 
linguistic options when talking to a higher ranking officer. In contrast, two old friends at a pub have 
very little restriction in their language, although there still are plenty of utterances they might say that 
could threaten the other’s face. However, it is still unclear what definition activity type should have. 
Thomas (1995: 189-190) gives the following suggestions for the features that might constitute an 
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activity type. See Bousfield (2008: 172-3) for a good description of what these features mean for 
impoliteness research. The features can be found below: 
 
(1) The Goals of the Participants 
(2) Allowable Contributions 
(3) The degree to which Gricean maxims are adhered to or are suspended  
(4) The degree to which the interpersonal maxims are adhered to or are suspended 
(5) Turn-taking and topic control  
(6) The manipulation of pragmatic parameters 
 
I will briefly discuss how some of these features can be quite simply described from the perspective 
of LoL. (1) The goals of the participants can be generally summarised as winning the game they are 
in. This is only broadly generalised, as it might be true that someone joins a game in order to reek 
chaos and spoil the game for everyone else. (2) The allowable contributions are the rules expressed 
by the Summoner’s code (Leagueoflegends.com. (3) Turn-taking and topic control are very specific 
issues here, as there is no turn-taking in online interaction. In a text-based chat, one cannot interrupt 
another interactant. However, it is possible to flood the screen with messages so that no one can read 
the others’ messages (many sites and programs fix this problem by setting a cap on the amount of 
messages you can post in a specific timeframe). This is not true if the players use a voice chat program 
to communicate with other players. However, this falls outside of the context of this study. 
Theoretically, there is no topic control in a LoL game but most players will not want to waste time 
on typing irrelevant things while the game is commencing. The rest of the features will require further 
research into player communication in LoL and will be discussed in more detail in the empirical 
section.  
 
The second part of the context of the interaction are the interactants themselves and their powers, 
rights, obligations, and roles. Starting with the interactants’ roles in discourse, Bousfield (2008:174) 
divides them into two subcategories: Social roles and discourse roles. Social roles refer to the social 
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relationship between one participant and another in the linguistic exchange. These social roles of the 
participants imply power, rights, and obligations within the interaction. The example I presented 
earlier fits well here: the interaction regarding the social roles in the context of a low rank soldier and 
an officer is very different compared to an interaction with two equal friends. The officer has much 
more power (and therefore rights), whereas the soldier has more obligations.  
 
Discourse roles, on the other hand, refer to the relationship between the participant and the message. 
Naturally, there are two discourse roles: the producers of talk and the receivers of talk (Bousfield 
2008: 174-5). Bousfield (2008) further cites Thomas (1986: 111-38), who identifies the following 
types of speakers: Speaker, Author, Mouthpiece, Spokesperson, and Reporter. It is important to note 
what the difference between the speaker, who is assumedly speaking on his/her own behalf and the 
mouthpiece/spokesperson/reporter who does not need to take direct responsibility for the message, as 
they are only delivering someone else’s message to the receiver(s). Thus, he/she cannot be held 
completely responsible for a face threatening act the same way as a direct speaker can.  
 
Bousfield (2008: 174-5) also summarises the identifications that Thomas (1986) made on the types 
of receivers of talk. She divides receivers into two main categories, the Addressee and Hearer, i.e. 
someone who is not directly addressed but is legitimately present. Furthermore, there are two types 
of addressees, Real - those within earshot and someone who is intended to hear the message and 
understand it and Ostensible - those to whom the utterance is ostensibly addressed. There is also a 
slight distinction in Addressees vs. Audience. The difference being that audiences have no/reduced 
speaking rights. Finally, the last two important terms to introduce are Bystanders and Overhearer - 
the two types of hearer. The former being the group of people that are in earshot but not sanctioned. 
Even that they are not the people being addressed, they have an effect on the speaker. The latter, i.e. 
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Overhearer is someone who happens to hear the utterance but is not in earshot and, thus, not 
acknowledged by the speaker.  
 
Some of these roles can be found in LoL as well, albeit they are slightly different, as players use a 
text-based chat to communicate. If a message is written in the chat meant for your team, all other 
team members are Hearers. If the message is written in the chat meant for all players of the game, 
then even the enemy members become Hearers. Generally, there should be no Overhearers, as the 
game is limited to the 10 players. One exception to this is if there are outside viewers watching the 
game either physically, behind one of the players in real-life or through online video streaming. Much 
like in the original definition for Overhearers, they should not be acknowledged by the speaker. 
Bystanders are a different issue. For example, a tournament setting has clearly acknowledgeable 
Bystanders in the form of judges, legitimate audience members, and e-sports commentators. These 
people are more likely to have an effect on how the players choose to communicate. During ordinary 
games, perhaps the most relevant presence on how the players behave is the Summoner’s code. The 
possibility of being banned as a punishment for breaking said code most likely adds some moderation 
to the players’ behavior. 
 
3.3.4 Triggering impoliteness 
 
Impoliteness does not usually occur without some kind of a reason. As Bousfield (2008: 183) puts it, 
in situations where impoliteness appears, there must have been an event that happened before it that 
sufficiently provoked an interactant to utter said impoliteness. Thus, it is important to recognise the 
event(s) that invoked impoliteness. It constructs and constitutes to the context in the same manner as 
the activity types and the interactans, which were discussed above. Jay (1992: 98) recognises two 
major factors, each with major elements, which contribute to the offending event, causing a response 
29 
 
 
 
of aggressive language behaviour. Jay (op. cit.) elaborates that ‘the major elements of the offending 
event involve the person or event that evokes the anger and the social-physical location of the event’. 
Most importantly, a different combination of factors will result in different types of aggressive 
linguistic responses.  For example, the age of the offender is an important factor, as people might not 
have the same kind of (impolite) reaction to a child as they would to an adult. Jay also stresses that 
exactly which elements are weighed most heavily is not completely known. In addition, different 
speakers may weight them in different ways. Jay (op. cit.: 98-101) lists what seem to be the most 
salient features in triggering impoliteness (for a further analysis of the categories, see the original 
work):  
 
The Offender: (Age; Sex; Status; Ethnic Group; Physical Appearance; Social-Physical Setting; 
Non-Human Wrongdoer; Self as Wrongdoer).  
 
The Event: (Behaviour; Language; Intentionality; Damage).  
 
The interesting point about this in the setting of LoL is that one is mostly anonymous on the Internet. 
Unless one is playing with friends or team members, the other players in the game are visible to you 
only through their avatar. Thus, age; sex; ethnic groups; appearance; and such should not have any 
effect on triggering impoliteness or the linguistic responses. In a way, this makes impolite utterances 
truer, as none of these factors will change the way someone wants to say something. LoL also has 
unique events that trigger impoliteness. These events will be discussed further in the empirical 
section. 
 
3.3.5 Responses to impoliteness 
 
So far we have discussed the different strategies to convey impoliteness, the surrounding contextual 
factors, and triggering impoliteness. I will conclude this discussion with a look at the various ways 
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one might react to impoliteness. In the analysis of his data, Bousfield (2008: 188-9) came to the 
conclusion that recipients had the options of either responding or not responding, i.e. staying silent. 
The choice not to respond is a tricky one to analyse, as an individual who chooses to stay silent may 
do so for many reason, e.g. defending one’s own face, being offensive in refusing to speak when an 
expectation to speak or to be polite exists, accepting the FTA, inability to hear/understand the 
utterance [see Thomas (1995: 175) and Culpeper (1996: 357)], etc. In addition to these, Bousfield 
(2008: 188-9) mentions that it is also possible that the respondent is simply taking a long pause whilst 
thinking how to respond, is ‘struck dumb/lost for words’, or simply that he/she has nothing to say. 
Thus, context is very important when analysing this type of impoliteness response.   
 
The choice to respond has a further theoretical set of choices open to it: interactants can choose to 
accept the face attack or they can attempt to counter it (Bousfield 2008: 193). Bousfield (op. cit.: 193-
5) further continues that through accepting an FTA, the recipient might assume responsibility for the 
impoliteness act being issued in the first place, agree with the impolite assessment, etc. Naturally, this 
option involves an increased amount of face damage to the responder. Countering the FTA can be 
done in an offensive or a defensive manner. The latter strategy is one where the respondent attempts 
to defend his/her or a particular third party’s face, while the former is one where the respondent 
answers his/her own face attack. It is important to note that defensive strategies can also be offensive, 
either intentionally, or incidentally. In this process, one damages an interactant’s face in the process 
of saving their own face. Defensive strategies attempt to deny or ‘manage’ the face attack to reduce 
or remove the face damage. Examples used in face defense include Abrogation, i.e. role-switching as 
a defense; Dismissing; Ignoring the face attack; Offering an account, Pleading; and Opting out 
(Bousfield 2008: 195-200).  
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One last issue to mention is that how one responds can lead to a pairing effect: an impolite defense 
as a counter provides an offensive-defensive (OFF-DEF) pairing and a direct face attack with 
offensive strategies - an OFF-OFF pairing. (Bousfield 2008: 193). The OFF-OFF pairing was rare in 
Bousfield’s (2008( corpus data, as the power positions in them were strongly skewed towards the 
other interactant. I suspect that on a more even field, such as in LoL, it will be very different. On the 
Internet, this kind of back and forth impoliteness is often referred as a ‘flame war’ (Urban dictionary, 
online). Culpeper (2011: 198) further hypothesises that ‘familiarity with impoliteness contexts 
generally predisposes people towards impoliteness and particularly predisposes them to meeting 
impoliteness with impoliteness’. This has certainly been the case in many LoL games that I have 
witnessed.  
 
3.4 The specific context of computer-mediated communication 
 
Computer-mediated communication (CMC) is a special type of communication that has been gaining 
massive popularity during the last decades. Social media companies, such as Facebook, Google, and 
Twitter are widely spread and account for a large portion of the daily communication that occurs 
between people. This communication has been said to be variable. In her investigation of Usenet 
discourse, Baym (1996: 320) found that the language that people used was hybrid in nature, i.e. it 
contained elements of ‘oral, written, inter-personal, and mass communication’. Hardaker (2010: 223) 
summarises CMC well by pointing out that CMC ‘can allow those separated by time and space to 
communicate quickly and easily, but it cannot (fully) replicate FtF cues, thereby increasing the 
chances of miscommunication, and in turn, conflict’. The lack of the aforementioned ‘FtF cues’, i.e. 
face-to-face cues is clearly one of the largest differences from real life interaction. Another large 
difference is anonymity, as on the Internet, one can be completely nameless and faceless. These two 
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issues will be the main emphasis of this chapter, as they have a direct effect on the communication in 
CMC, and therefore the chat-based communication in LoL.  
 
The first important issue to introduce is the so-called online disinhibition effect, which is a 
phenomenon that has been shown to be characteristic of online communication (Lapidot-Lefler and 
Barak 2011: 434). Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (op. cit.) cite Joinson (1998, 2001) and Kiesler et al. 
(1984) who claim that many of the human behaviours that occur online, such as ‘violence incitement, 
flaming, and verbal attacks’ but also ‘self-disclosure, philanthropy, and the dispensing of help and 
advice’ may be attributed to the aforementioned online disinhibition effect (Lapidot-Lefler and Barak 
2011: 434). Suler (2004) has coined the term toxic disinhibition to describe the phenomena of 
negative online disinhibition, which often occurs in forms of aggressive behaviours that might not 
otherwise occur in real life interaction. Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (2011: 434) further point out that 
said behaviours can often damage the other’s or even one’s own self-image, without any beneficial 
personal growth. This typical manifestation of toxic online disinhibition is called flaming behaviour. 
Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (op. cit.) give it the definition of: ‘the use of hostile expressions toward 
others in online communication’. They further mention the various textual elements which constitute 
flaming behaviour. These include: ‘...the use of a variety of textual elements, such as aggressive and 
hostile language, swearing, derogatory names, negative comments, threats, and sexually 
inappropriate comments...’ and flaming behaviour can also be observed in: ‘... the use of capital 
letters, in the increased use of question marks and exclamation points...’ and ‘...in the mixture of 
letters, numbers and dingbats conceptualizing shouting or calling a derogatory name...’ (Lapidot-
Lefler and Barak 2011: 434-5). 
 
This description of toxic disinhibition and flaming behaviour fits LoL extremely well, which is in no 
way a surprise, as it is a very typical online interaction environment from the perspective of people 
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being strangers to each other and having a limited way to communicate with each other through the 
text-based chat. The flaming behaviours described form the majority of the impolite interaction 
observed in the LoL corpus that is used in the present study (although they are approached through 
Bousfield’s (2008) impoliteness strategies, rather than the terminology brought by Lapidot-Lefler and 
Barak). Still, it has to be mentioned that the aforementioned flaming behaviour definition fits LoL 
well. In addition to this, it is accurate to say that the flaming behaviour causes damage to the other’s 
or even one’s own self-image. It can also arguably be said that there is no benefit to personal growth 
or the overall success in the game from said flaming behaviour, so the last part is also fitting of LoL.  
 
Next, I will discuss the various details that could be causing the online disinhibition effect. Anonymity 
is one of the key factors mentioned as a cause for the higher rates of impoliteness in online 
communication. Upadhyay (2010) studied the behaviour of reader responses to news articles. In his 
study, he notes that it is important to understand that reader responses result from a different 
framework than that of ordinary face-to-face communication or regular print media. Reader responses 
are most often a one-way communication, to which the author would rarely reply. This can be 
considered to be one of the inhibition-lowering factors. Overall, Upadhyay (2010: 123) found the 
respondents to use blatant face-aggravation (i.e. impoliteness) to communicate disagreements, argue 
against the ideological views of the opposing group, and to discredit ideological opponents. In 
Upadhyay’s (op. cit.) view, his results conformed with the prior observations that of anonymity 
having an important effect in online discourse, being able to affect an individual’s (im)politeness 
behaviour, and the possibility of online communication being anti-social.  
 
It is clear that players are largely anonymous in LoL. The only information that is available to players 
is strictly game-related. Each player has his/her own account name, which is visible to all players 
within the game. This account name can be used to search for information about the prior experience 
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and success of the player within the game but there is absolutely no information that would relate to 
real life factors available to anyone. Thus, the player’s own name, appearance, ethnic background, 
social background, other real life interests, and such are a secret to others. Therefore, it is possible 
that the amount of impolite interaction in LoL is (partially) caused by this high anonymity factor. 
However, Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (2010) claim that anonymity is in no way the only or even biggest 
factor leading to online disinhibition.  
 
Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (2010: 435) mention the following factors affecting toxic online 
disinhibitions: ‘anonymity, invisibility, asynchronity, and textuality- in addition to personality-related 
factors’. As we can see, anonymity is but one of the mentioned factors. Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (op. 
cit.) approach anonymity in a slightly different way: they refer to it as ‘unidentifiability’ and stress 
the fact that it is not the remaining nameless part but rather that of no one knowing what you look 
like that contributes to disinhibition. This makes sense as if we imagine a context of a real life 
meeting, even if you remain nameless, the others will still be able to recognise you through your 
appearance. Invisibility is very close to being unidentifiable but perhaps it stresses more the factor 
that one has a smaller social presence, particularly in a text-based chat. This diminished presence may 
again lead to a ‘process of communication-induced deindividuation’, which in turn may lead to 
disinhibition (op. cit.). Beside the two factors that I talked about in detail, a third major additional 
factor was mentioned, that of eye-contact.  
 
Eye-contact is a crucial part of ordinary face-to-face communication that people share. Lapidot-Lefler 
and Barak (2010) cite Walther (1999), who points out that, even if people would use webcams to add 
visual cues to their computer-mediated communication, the webcams would not be able to provide 
sufficient information about facial expressions and would not be able to give the necessary 
information provided directly by eye-contact. Furthermore, visibility in no way guarantees eye-
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contact. Hence, visibility and eye-contact cannot be claimed to be the same. Then the question 
remains that how much does the lack of eye-contact affect disinhibition? Lapidot-Lefler and Barak’s 
(2010: 440) study points out that eye-contact has a significant main effect on negative online 
disinhibition, as well as on self-reported flaming incidents and threats. In fact, they go as far as to say 
that their research might show that the lack of eye-contact could have a larger effect then that of 
anonymity (op. cit.). Whatever the case is, it is interesting to note that LoL is a good example of a 
CMC environment where all of the aforementioned factors have a large influence. Players are largely 
unidentifiable, invisible, and share no eye-contact with each other. Therefore, one can reasonably 
expect a large presence of the toxic disinhibiton effect within the game.   
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4. Methods 
 
The present study uses a mixed methods approach, providing both quantitative and qualitative results. 
This provides the best possible combination for providing answers to the research questions stated 
above. Concrete instances of impoliteness can be analysed using qualitative methods, while 
quantitative data can provide more definitive statistics. As a reminder, the two hypotheses for this 
study are:  
 
(1) There is a large frequency of impolite utterances to be observed in LoL, which is caused by 
the stress of a competitive environment. 
 
(2) There are significant differences in the amounts of impolite utterances in the lower tiers of 
the ranked leagues and the high tiers. 
 
And the six research questions are:  
 
1. How frequent is impoliteness in LoL? 
2. Are there more impolite utterances in lower tiers of the ranked leagues? 
3. What kind of differences in impolite interaction are there in the different tiers?  
4. Which impoliteness strategies are used in LoL? 
5. What kind of events cause impoliteness in LoL? 
6. What kind of reactions are there to the FTAs in LoL? 
 
4.1 Collecting data and analysis 
 
Two methods for collecting data were used in the present thesis. A corpus of chat-based 
communication within ranked LoL games was collected from a total of thirty games from various 
leagues. It is important to note that these leagues have been divided into three tiers to make it easier 
to analyse the differences between the leagues. The three tiers and the leagues belonging to them are 
the following: Low tier (Bronze, Silver), Mid tier (Gold, Platinum), and Top tier (Diamond, Master, 
Challenger). An equal amount of games were analysed from all of the three tiers of the game for a 
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balanced view on the interaction within the game as a whole. The total word count of the corpus is 
7340. Collecting a corpus of the communication that occurs in actual LoL games is a strong way of 
getting to the root of the language players use, and in the scope of this thesis, the impoliteness that 
occurs. Two potential weaknesses of this method are that it takes a substantial amount of time to 
transcribe LoL games and that low level games are difficult to find. Thus, a second method was used 
in this thesis to add some quantitative data: a six point Likert scale questionnaire aimed for ranked 
LoL players. As a method, Likert scale questionnaires offer rather accurate data, especially if the 
design of the questionnaire is sufficiently versatile, i.e. it asks specific details in several different 
ways, to guarantee that the informants’ choices are as honest as possible. However, it is difficult to 
design a perfect Likert scale questionnaire, as it is easy to forget about something until you see the 
data. It is also very hard to balance the length of the questionnaire: if it is too short, it most likely 
offers less accurate data. On the other hand, if it is too long, the amount of respondents willing to 
answer it will greatly diminish.  
 
The qualitative data is analysed using Culpeper’s (2011) definition of impoliteness (see page 11). In 
the case of LoL, the context that Culpeper mentions is clearly The Summoner’s Code, that dictates 
the behaviour LoL players should abide to. Therefore, any interaction within the text chat of the game 
that breaks said code will be analysed as impoliteness. For the convenience of the reader, I will quote 
The Summoner’s Code once again below:  
 
1. Support your team.  
2. Drive constructive feedback. 
3. Facilitate civil discussion. 
4. Enjoy yourself, but not at anyone else’s expense. 
5. Build relationships. 
6. Show humility in defeat and grace in victory. 
7. Be resolute, not indignant. 
8. Leave no newbie behind! 
9. Lead by example.  
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The data available from the questionnaire was analysed through quantitative measures and is shown 
in tables and figures in the results section below. Due to the fractured nature of the informants’ option 
choices for a multitude of questions, all frequencies are presented in the tables for a clearer picture of 
the data. Below the tables, I discuss the median of the data due to the median and mode being the 
same in most cases. In addition to this, the most obvious reason not to report the mode, i.e. the most 
frequent choice is that the readers can easily see it from the tables themselves.  
 
4.2 Participants; sample size; and precision  
 
The corpus data was collected from YouTube channels and from games that I received from friends 
who play the game. As mentioned before, 10 games have been transcribed from each tier. The Mid 
tier and Top tier games were easy to find from various YouTube channels, as there are far more 
experienced players recording the game, due to a higher interest from the audience. This is true 
especially for games from the Top tier, as professionals and semi-professionals are eager to show off 
their skill and teach newer players how to play the game. Games from the Low tier are much harder 
to find on YouTube, unless it showcases a high skilled player who has created a secondary account 
to show the audience how to dominate new players in the Low tier games. Thus, these games were 
excluded, as they are clearly imbalanced, and are unlikely to lead to a natural interaction between the 
team members, due to one person essentially granting his/her team members a free win. Actual Low 
tier players recording their games are incredibly difficult to find on YouTube and this is why a few 
friends were asked to record their games, since they were in the appropriate leagues. The friends were 
aware of the ultimate purpose of the thesis but they were clearly instructed to behave as naturally as 
they can and not affect the interaction within the games in unnatural ways. Still, it would have been 
preferable to find all games from YouTube.  
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The YouTube channels chosen for the corpus were the most convenient that  could be found. There 
is a very high selection of Top tier games on YouTube and the channel that was chosen was a channel 
that I had known somewhat beforehand to be a well respected and reasonably popular channel. In the 
case of a channel having more than 10 games on their channel, the videos to be used were randomly 
chosen using a random number generator. If a channel that I had chosen had less than 10 games, then 
all of the games were transcribed. The YouTube channels that were used are the following: 
SoloRenektonOnly (Top tier); MegaGamingCentre (Mid tier); Deviljerome (Mid tier); 
TheSkildScope (Low tier). As you can notice, I was able to find one channel that had a legitimate 
Low tier player but his channel had only two videos. Another important issue to mention is that in 
each game, there is a pre-game chat screen, where players are choosing their champions and 
collaborating with their team members on who gets which role in the game. There is a similar after-
game window, where players may choose to express their opinions about the game (most of the time, 
players simply ask others to report other ‘bad players’. These windows were not taken into account 
in the corpus, due to that almost no YouTube channel shows these windows and instead only shows 
the game itself. Thus, for the sake of balance, even if these pre- and after-game sections were 
recorded, they were not transcribed into the corpus. In some of the games, the video footage starts a 
little late, which is pointed out in the corpus. Finally, complete messages written in a foreign language 
were ignored, as the study focuses on English language impoliteness.  
 
The quantitative Likert scale questionnaire was distributed on official League of Legends forums that 
I had access to and on the official LoL Subreddit. Each region (e.g. North-East Europe, West Europe; 
North America, etc.) has their own forum and requires an active LoL account in that region. Thus, I 
could only post on the North-East Europe forum, where I have my own account and on the neutral 
North American forum, which is meant to be a common forum for all LoL players. A total of 96 
ranked LoL players answered the questionnaire. The questionnaire itself was created with the ‘Eduix 
40 
 
 
 
Oy E-lomake’ online program, available for students at the University of Eastern Finland. The design 
of the questionnaire allowed the categorisation of the answers to give quantitative answers to all of 
the research questions apart for ‘3. What kind of differences in impolite interaction are there in the 
different tiers?’ This research question was analysed qualitatively using the corpus.   
 
4.3 Data 
 
The corpus data was qualitatively analysed using Culpeper’s (2011) definition of impoliteness and 
The Summoner’s Code. All text-based chat was transcribed (including messages sent by enemy 
champions through the /all chat. Time stamps are included in brackets. Messages sent to both teams 
are marked with [all]. The players are represented with their champion that they are playing in the 
specific game. This ensures a clear context where it is easy to understand who has said what but the 
players’ anonymity is completely protected. One key feature of interaction in the text-based chat of 
LoL games is that LoL players have a tendency to break their sentences into several fragments. See 
the example below:  
 
(27:09) [all] Katarina: focus 
(27:12) [all] Katarina: the fucking tower 
(27:15) [all] Katarina: then get out 
 
This clearly is meant to be one sentence reading: ‘focus the fucking tower, then get out’. However, 
Katarina has chosen to fragment that sentence into three separate pieces. This most likely is due to 
the hectic nature of the game, where one does not have enough time/patience to write complete 
sentences. Thus, the easiest way to compare the amounts of impolite utterances against neutral/polite 
ones is to count the total amount of words of chat in a game and then count the number of words that 
are part of impolite utterances. For the sake of clarity, all words that are clearly part of the same 
impolite sentence will be counted towards the impolite word count, no matter how fragmented the 
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sentence is. In the example mentioned above, all parts of the sentence are counted as impolite, even 
that ‘focus’ would not normally be an impolite word. Therefore, the utterance above contains seven 
impolite words. This goes in line with the effect of real life impoliteness. The utterance as a whole 
has the potential to cause an FTA, not only individual impolite words that are part of that utterance.  
 
The design of the questionnaire is meant to give quantitative answers to several research questions. 
Section I provides data for research questions 4 (‘Which impoliteness strategies are used in LoL?’) 
and 6 (‘What kind of reactions are there to the FTAs in LoL?’). A total of 19 questions were used to 
collect answers for research question 4: one for each of the categories Bousfield (2008) gives. For 
research question 6, a variety of options of how one might react to an FTA were provided for the 
informants. Both positive and negative options were used to give a more reliable database of answers. 
Section II has one question, which maps the most common reasons for hostile communication, i.e. 
research question 5 (‘What kind of events cause impoliteness in LoL?’). The informants were 
provided with 12 options, out of which they could choose three. The 12th option was ‘other’ and 
respondents were allowed to give their own suggestions. Eleven informants provided another 
suggestion (some of which were only slight changes to an existing option). Section III also has only 
one question, that maps the amount of impolite communication in LoL for research question 1 (‘How 
frequent is impoliteness in LoL?’). To insure a clearer picture of how frequent impoliteness is, a total 
of eight options were given to the respondents, ranging from never to every game. The final section 
does not directly answer any research questions but it does provide valuable information about the 
respondents themselves, proving contextual information about the informants. 
 
As mentioned before, there were a total of 96 informants. The figure below shows the distribution of 
their ranked league divisions:  
 
42 
 
 
 
 
Figure 4.1 Distribution of the informants 
 
The balanced distribution of the informants is a key factor in the reliability of the data. There are 
players from all leagues and there is no league that clearly dominates in the amount of informants. 
However, in the actual game there are less Gold and Platinum level players and there is a clear lack 
of informants from the Bronze league. This is possibly due to Bronze-level players being less active 
on the community forums and/or lack of interest in answering LoL-related questionnaires. This is all 
just speculation and does not matter for the purposes of the thesis.  
 
It is also important to map what kind of players the informants are themselves. Impoliteness can 
attract further impoliteness, so a rude informant is more likely to encounter more impoliteness in 
his/her games, which would be evident from the further answers of said informant. In section IV 
informants were provided with Likert scale questions related to their own habits in LoL. There were 
six options of frequencies: Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Often; Usually; Always. Each option has its 
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numeric value assigned to it for the purpose of determining the median, starting with 1 for Never, 
ranging to 6 for Always. The table below shows the frequencies of each choice for all eight questions: 
 
Table 4.1 The informants’ own behaviour in ranked games 
Question Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
1. How often are you 
unsupportive of a 
team member? 
15 51 26 1 3 0 
2. How often do you 
write negative things 
in the chat (for 
example forfeit 20, 
GG, can’t win)? 
35 34 
 
20 5 1 
 
1 
3. How often do you 
think you decrease a 
fellow player’s 
experience in the 
game? 
27 47 18 
 
3 0 1 
4.  How often do you 
befriend someone in a 
random match? 
13 26 35 20 2 0 
5. How often have 
you written negative 
things when you have 
lost (for example BG; 
report my team)? 
39 37 11 8 1 0 
 
6. How often do you 
stay calm when 
someone is raging (at 
you or in general)? 
0 7 10 23 40 16 
7. How often do you 
help new players out 
in a match? 
4 14 24 18 15 21 
8. How often do you 
show good example to 
your team members? 
1 5 24 34 24 8 
 
The results shown in this table appear to be slightly skewed. The median of all questions that concern 
negative behaviour are 2 (questions one, two, three, and five) while the median of all questions 
regarding positive behaviour is higher: 3 for question four; 5 for question five; and 4 for questions 
seven and eight. There are reasons why this might have occurred: 1. there is little impoliteness in LoL 
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and nearly all players are friendly; 2. only positive and friendly people were inclined to use several 
minutes to answer the questionnaire that I provided; 3. people see themselves in a much better light 
than they actually are. This is a very interesting question on its own, one that should perhaps be 
addressed in a different study. For the purposes of the present study, it can be concluded that the 
majority of the informants do not seem to be excessively aggressive and rude themselves, which is 
something that could have caused them to perceive LoL to have more impoliteness that it actually 
does. This should be mostly a positive factor for the validity of the study for the aforementioned 
reason.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
45 
 
 
 
5. Results and discussion 
 
The results are presented in the six sections, each dedicated to one of the research questions. The 
relevant data is presented through tables and figures with specific contextual description, where 
needed. Each research question is then further discussed in light of the theoretical section. 
 
5.1 How frequent is impoliteness in LoL? 
 
This research question was approached in two different ways. One of the questionnaire questions 
maps out the amount of impoliteness informants perceive in ranked games through eight different 
options of frequency: Never; Rarely; Sometimes; More than once in 5 games; Often; Every other 
game; More than half of the games; Every game. Furthermore the corpus was also analysed to provide 
an answer to this question by counting the total amount of words and then contrasting that figure to 
the amount of impolite words. The table below shows the numeric distribution of the answers given 
by the informants and the percentage of the total amount:  
 
Table 5.1 Informants’ view on the amount of impoliteness 
Option Amount of informants % 
Never 2 2,08% 
Rarely 7 7,29% 
Sometimes 16 16,67% 
More than once in 5 games 22 22,92% 
Often 13 13,54% 
Every other game 11 11,46% 
More than half of the games 21 21,88% 
Every game 4 4,17% 
TOTAL 96 100% 
 
The two clearest options are More than once in 5 games and More than half of the games. Thus, we 
see that the majority of the informants believe that the amount of impoliteness is frequent but not in 
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any way something that occurs every game. Still, it is surprising that the amount of impoliteness is 
not more frequent than what the table above shows. The amount of impoliteness evident in the corpus 
was much higher. Then again, it is possible that the lack of informants in the Bronze league and the 
higher proportion of Gold and Platinum players might skew the result. Either way, we can see that 
impoliteness clearly exists within LoL ranked chat. 
 
Next, I present the findings from the LoL ranked chat corpus. The analysis here is simple: the total 
amount of words were counted for the entire corpus and then the amount of impolite words are 
compared to the total. The table below is able to show it in very simple terms:  
 
Table 5.2 The amount of impoliteness in the corpus 
Word total Impolite word total % 
7340 2051 27,94% 
 
This amount seems much higher. Over a quarter of everything that is said in a ranked LoL game is in 
some way impolite. However, through qualitative analysis, there is a clear tendency of some games 
being very mild/polite and some games containing an enormous amount of profanity. Once things 
start going bad or someone starts being rude themselves, others are likely to join in and continue 
flaming. This supports the prior findings from the questionnaire. The average amount of games where 
there is a notable amount of impoliteness is somewhere between More than once in 5 games and 
Often but those games then are highly concentrated with impoliteness. This would support the idea 
of flaming behavior presented in chapter 4. As mentioned in that chapter, anonymity, invisibility, and 
the lack of eye-contact strongly affect the possibility of toxic disinhibition, which in turn leads to 
flaming behaviour. The impolite interaction that can be observed in the corpus is very close to the 
definition of flaming that Lapidot-Lefler and Barak (2011) provided and it never would have appeared 
to benefit the personal growth of anyone within the game.  
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5.2 Are there more impolite utterances in lower tiers of the ranked leagues? 
 
While the previous section answered the question of how much impoliteness there is in LoL in 
general, it is important to analyse the data deeper. LoL is a very large game and the amount of 
experience and skill players have differ immensely. The secondary hypothesis is that more 
experienced and higher ranking players carry a different attitude to the game, where they have learned 
that being offensive in no way improves their chances to win a game and instead focus on playing 
better. The objective of the previous section was to show the general amount of impoliteness 
throughout the whole game. In this section, the objective is to find out if there is a lower amount of 
impolite interaction in the higher tiers of the game, which is something that might be skewing the 
overall data to be lower. It is pretty certain that if I had only analysed games from Low and Medium 
tiers, the percentage of impolite interactions would be much higher.  
 
I will start from analysing the same question asked in the questionnaire that was already analysed in 
the previous section. This time, I have comprised a table that shows the informants’ league as well:  
 
Table 5.3 Amount of impoliteness in individual tiers 
 Never Rarely Sometimes More 
than 
once 
in 5 
games 
Often Every 
other 
game 
More 
than 
half 
of the 
games 
Every 
game 
TOTAL 
Bronze 0 0 1 0 2 1 1 0 5 
Silver 2 1 9 8 0 4 3 2 29 
Gold 0 1 2 8 4 4 9 2 30 
Platinum 0 0 3 6 5 2 6 0 22 
Diamond 0 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 5 
Master 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 
Challenger 0 2 1 0 0 0 0 0 3 
TOTAL 2 7 16 22 13 12 20 4 96 
 
48 
 
 
 
When approaching the question whether there is less impoliteness in the higher leagues than in the 
lower, one can see that the Master and Challenger leagues have chosen an option above Rarely only 
one time. Unfortunately there is a very small amount of informants from those leagues so further 
conclusions are difficult to draw out. Although the Diamond tier is classified as a Top tier, the players 
report that there are rather high frequencies of impoliteness in their games, with four out of five 
informants reporting that impoliteness occurs often or even more frequently. We can also see that 
Bronze, Gold, and Platinum players definitely see impoliteness in their games very frequently 
(although there are unfortunately only five informants from the Bronze league). Oddly, out of all 
leagues below Master, it is the Silver players, i.e. players from the second lowest league who 
encounter impoliteness the least.    
 
The corpus data has also been analysed separately to provide results broken into the three tiers. As a 
reminder, I have broken the two lowest leagues to form the Low tier, the two leagues in the middle 
form the Mid tier, and the three highest leagues constitute the Top tier. The amounts of words from 
the tiers were different so they had to be normalised to X/1000. Below I have compiled the data into 
a table and a figure showing the percentage of impolite utterances in the three tiers: 
 
Table 5.4 Impoliteness frequencies within the Low, Mid, and Top tiers 
 Low tier Mid tier Top tier 
Number of words 1725 3266 2349 
Number of impolite 
words 
612 973 466 
% of total word count 35,48% 29,79% 19,83% 
Normalised per 1000 
words 
355 298 198 
 
We can see that the amount of impolite words per 1000 words drops significantly as the tiers rise. 
The following figure illustrates it well: 
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Figure 5.1 Percentage of impolite utterances 
 
Here we start to see some clear differences. There is a downward trajectory in the frequencies of 
impoliteness as the tiers get higher. The difference between the Low tier games and the Mid tier 
games is large and the gap between the Low tier and the Top tier is over 150 words per 1000 words. 
The results proved to be very highly significant (X² = 130,823, df = 2, X² p ≤ 0.001)1. Thus, we can 
conclude that there are clear differences in the amount of impolite interaction between the Low, Mid, 
and Top tiers of the game.  
 
5.3 What kind of differences in impolite interaction are there in the different tiers? 
 
In the previous section, the results pointed out that there is a clear decrease in the amount of impolite 
interaction as the level of the players rises. However, another interesting question to consider here is 
what kind of differences are there in the impolite interactions of the three tiers? Based on the games 
transcribed in the corpus there were relatively few differences in the Low tier and Mid tier games. 
                                                             
1 Unless otherwise mentioned, all statistical analyses refer to Chi-squared analysis, where p ≤ 0.05 is significant, p ≤ 
0.01 is very significant, and p ≤ 0.001 is very highly significant. 
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The most common types of impolite language and behaviour in the Low tier were the following: 
blaming the rest of the team for the loss; making bad excuses for one’s own poor play; lecturing the 
team; asking for players to report a specific player; threatening the team that they will go AFK (away 
from the keyboard, i.e. stop playing); showing bad teamwork; calling out how bad some player is; 
and being a bad winner/loser. Below are some of the most typical impolite utterances from the Low 
tier. The impolite utterances are in italics:  
 
Example 1: blaming the rest of the team for the loss 
(20:16) Leona: stop throwing 
(20:23) Rengar: why does no one know how to group  
(20:28) Rengar: we win fights but no one will group  
 
Example 2: threatening the team that they will go AFK 
 
(06:39) Sivir: ryze doesnt really fall off at all lol, you just need to play safe 
(07:15) Mordekaiser: u take this i afk  
(07:18) Mordekaiser: thanks 
(07:59) Mordekaiser: fuck  
(08:01) Mordekaiser: off 
 
Example 3: making bad excuses for one’s own poor play 
 
(13:45) Aatrox: gg  
(14:35) Aatrox: once again top is ignored and then you ask why garen and rengar so strong 
(14:46) Aatrox: thanks.  
(15:46) Aatrox: gg  
(16:01) Aatrox: surrender this 
 
Example 4: asking for players to report a specific player 
 
(21:26) [all] LeBlanc: REPORTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTTT THIS 
FCKINNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN KALISTAAAAAAAAAAAAAA 
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Example 5: calling out how bad some player is 
 
(18:19) [all] Riven: hahahahhaa 
(18:24) [all] Riven: taric kills trynda 
(18:36) [all] Riven: taric op 
(18:39) [all] Tryndamere: riven sell skin 
(18:48) [all] Tryndamere you bad riven 
 
Example 6: being a bad winner/loser 
 
(28:25) [all] Katarina: I only need aboabout 7 momore damage 
(28:27) [all] Katarina: and we won that 
 
The types of impolite interaction in the Mid tier did not differ substantially from the Low tier. 
However, it was much more vulgar, more aggressive, and included threats towards other players. 
Here are some of the typical impolite utterances in the Mid tier games:  
 
Example 7: being a bad winner/loser 
(18:31) Annie: FUUUUUUUUUUUUUUCK 
(18:36) Tristana: that ult 
(18:38) Gragas: surrender pls 
(18:38) Annie: i **** DONT BELIEVE 
(18:40) Annie: HE SO LUCKY 
(18:41) Shyvana: we can’t lose it bot don;t fight 2vs2 .  
(18:45) Annie: **** LUUUC AAAAAAAAAAA 
 
Example 8: calling out how bad some player is 
 
(32:46) Shyvana: u can’t even push bot tower guys 
(32:47) Annie: DAT GRAGAS 
(32:48) Annie: WORST 
(32:48) Shyvana: easy now 
(32:49) Annie: PLAYER 
(32:52) Annie: EU/WORLD 
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Example 9: showing bad teamwork 
 
(16:35) Riven: vayne is trash u counter her as hell 
(16:37) Riven: and u fail 
(16:43) Caitlyn: vayne is the best adc ever 
(16:48) Caitlyn: if u call her trash again… 
(16:49) Riven: nice joke 
 
Example 10: blaming the rest of the team for the loss 
 
(40:09) [all] Warwick: riven u say your team is noob ? 
(40:13) [all] Warwick: look at my 
(40:24) [all] Warwick: report that tards 
(40:25) [all] Warwick: pls 
(17:59) [all] Janna: so bad velkoz 
(18:06) Vayne: wp leo 
(18:26) [all] Janna: fed more 
(18.27) [all] Vel’Koz: can’t belive 
(18:30) [all] Vel’Koz: this janna made that mistake 
(18:31) [all] Janna: PLS 
(18:35) [all] Vel’Koz: to kick ayne out of my laser line 
(18:37) [all] Vel’Koz: then flamed me 
(18:40) [all] Vayne: we are too good for u 
 
Example 11: asking for players to report a specific player 
 
(12:07) [all] Elise: report fiora 
(12:09) [all] Fiora: GO FCKING TOP 
(12:14) [all] Fiora: U SON OF A BITCH 
(12:15) [all] Elise: Feeder refuse communicate negative attitude 
(12:15) [all] Fiora: FCKING FEEDER 
(12:18) [all] Elise: look 
(12:22) [all] Elise: report him 
(12:26) [all] Elise: he is hurting my feelings 
(12:35) [all] Fiora: i wish i met u in reallife 
 
The types of impolite utterances in the Top tier games are clearly different from the previous two. 
There is a lot less aimless shouting and asking for other players to report someone. There is also much 
less impolite utterances targeted at the rest of the team. There are still a few occurrences of lecturing 
the entire team; making poor excuses; and being a bad winner/loser. The majority of the impoliteness 
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consisted of personally attacking a player; distancing a person from the rest of the team; and blaming 
a person in very detailed ways. Below are some typical impolite utterances from the Top tier games:  
 
Example 12: distancing a person from the rest of the team 
 
(41:09) Thresh: man our ahri 
(41:22) Thresh: do we have a chance of winning? 
(41:23) Thresh: lol 
(41:31) Jarvan IV: if she continues being stupid no 
 
Example 13: lecturing the entire team 
 
(44:04) [all] Nocturne: gg nid 
(44:14) Vayne: WE SAID DONT 
(44:22) Renekton: THIS IS WHY YOU INSTANTLY ENGAGE 
(44:23) Renekton: FFS 
(44:26) Renekton: NOT GO BACK FOR NID 
(44:28) Jarvan IV: mm 
(44:28) Jarvan IV: thats game 
(44:29) Renekton: WHO GETS IT ANYWAYS 
 
Example 14: personally attacking a player 
 
(11:17) Renekton: u should be diving top all game bud 
(11:21) Renekton: free lkill 
(11:32) Lux: their wraiths > free kills 
(11:56) Shyvana: but ur goad 
(12:04) Shyvana: god 
(12:11) Morgana: swain lvl 3 solo kill 
(12:17) Morgana: lux with barrior 
 
Example 15: blaming a person in very detailed ways 
 
(18:54) [all] Ziggs: LOOK AT YOUUU 
(18:56) [all] Ziggs: 1/5 
(18.58) [all] Ziggs: GGWP 
(19:05) [all] Ziggs: i wanna show you how to play raka next time 
(19:07) [all] Soraka: ur n00b dude I won my lane 
(19:11) [all] Ziggs: REAL>? 
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(19:14) [all] Soraka: YEs 
(19:14) [all] Ziggs: FOR REAL? 
(19:27) [all] Ziggs: OK 
(19:28) [all] Soraka: FOR REAL 
(19:31) [all] Ziggs: YOU WON THE LANE 
(19:32) [all] Ziggs: TY 
(19:49) [all] Soraka: so bad 
(20:08) [all] Ziggs: BYE  
 
It would seem that players in the Top tier have learned to control most of their emotions and the desire 
to assume that the rest of the team has failed them in some way. They also do not believe that asking 
for players to report a bad player would solve the problem of them losing in games. Instead, players 
in the Top tier directly attack a specific player that they find to be playing badly. Many of the mistakes 
can be considered to be nitpicking by the standards of lower level players. However, this does not 
mean that the level of the face threat is any lower. I would argue that it is quite the opposite. The 
highly detailed and direct personal attacks made against players at the top level attack the players’ 
quality and social identity face (Spencer-Oatey, 2002) at a wholly new level compared to the lower 
tiers. While there is a clear FTA in saying something along the lines of: ‘report that noob Ahri, she is 
so bad’, which is something that might occur frequently in the lower tiers, a detailed description of 
why you are a bad player and why you should not be part of the team counters one’s beliefs of being 
a good player and being part of the team in a much stronger way. One can also argue that critique 
coming from one of the best players might weigh in much more than when it comes from an average 
player.  
 
This is also a relevant place to discuss the issues left open in the theoretical section regarding context. 
As we have observed, the league a player is in has clear effect on the amount of impoliteness and the 
type of impoliteness a player experiences. Thus, the league one is in is a clear contextual factor in the 
study of impolite language within LoL. There still remained three points to discuss regarding Thomas’ 
(1995) activity types: 1. the degree to which Gricean maxims are adhered to or are suspended; 2. the 
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degree to which the interpersonal maxims are adhered to or are suspended; 3. the manipulation of 
pragmatic parameters. The answer to all of these need to take into context at which level the players 
play. It is evident from the corpus that less experienced/skilled players refer to impolite language, and 
thus suspend maxims and manipulate pragmatic parameters more frequently than the top level 
players. It would seem that all cooperation in communication, which is the highest aim of the maxims, 
is easily forgotten, as flaming behaviour takes over. Top tier players appear to adhere to Gricean and 
interpersonal maxims more frequently, as better teamwork is something they understand to be the key 
to victory. Another issue to take into account from the perspective of context is the highly detailed 
feedback/critique top tier players give each other. This creates a specific context of ‘elite players’ at 
the top level, which can understand and benefit from said feedback, while it might easily go over the 
head of newer players.  
 
5.4 Which impoliteness strategies are used in LoL? 
 
This is one of the most important research questions of this thesis. As mentioned in the aims, the main 
hypothesis is that there is a large frequency of impolite utterances to be observed in LoL, which is 
caused by the stress of a competitive environment. This not only refers to a large frequency of impolite 
utterances in comparison to all utterances but also that the impoliteness encountered in LoL is highly 
varied. Therefore, the objective is to study whether there is a full variety of the impolite strategies 
listed by Bousfield (2008) or if there are only a few strategies employed in LoL. I would argue that 
if the former case is true, LoL is an important and interesting ground for doing research on impolite 
English language. As can be seen in the following sub-sections, this is certainly the case, as nearly 
all strategies were represented in the corpus, in varying amounts. In the following sub-sections, 
relevant parts of the corpus will be displayed and the utterances fitting the impoliteness strategy will 
be briefly discussed. All impolite utterances are in italics. Impolite utterances that do not fit the 
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strategy but are still visible (e.g. an impolite reply to the original impolite utterance) are ignored for 
the sake of clarity.   
 
In addition to said examples taken from the corpus, I also report the statistical results of the 
questionnaire by showing the relevant question asked from the informants and the frequencies of the 
choices. As a reminder, the questionnaire had a total of 96 informants. Some of the questions 
exemplify the strategy as a whole, while other questions ask only one possible example of the strategy 
occurring in LoL. This was due to the fact that, for some strategies, it was not possible to cover every 
possible instance in one question. Therefore, for some of the strategies, only one possible example 
will have to suffice. As a reminder, here are the values assigned to each frequency: 1 = Never; 2 = 
Rarely; 3 = Sometimes 4 = Often; 5 = Usually; 6 = Always. These values are important in the 
interpretation of the median that will be discussed below each table. It is important to note that even 
mediocre occurrence rates can be statistically relevant, as the overall amount of games an average 
player might play in a game can be rather high. Therefore, in the case of the most active players, 
‘sometimes’ might still occur daily.  
 
5.4.1 Snub 
 
Example 16: Snubbing 
 
(39:10) Renekton: NOOOO  
(39:11) Ahri: wtf 
(39:12) Vayne: this ahri 
(39:12) Vayne: omg 
(39:12) Ahri: that dmg  
(39:19) Vayne: ok  
(39:27) [all] Sona: LOL  
(39:28) Ahri: that dmg wtf  
(39:32) [all] Nidalee: rap god 
(39:46) Jarvan IV: u got nervous.. 
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(39:48) Jarvan IV: n rushed ur charm 
(39:54) Jarvan IV: when u could have just wait for it if she went on u 
(39:58) Jarvan IV: #noahrimechs 
(40:05) Ahri: my charm is on 7 sec cd 
(40:10) Jarvan IV: u missed it 
(40:12) Jarvan IV: i dont see ur point 
(40:20) Jarvan IV: when she was still in cougar form and had w 
(41:09) Thresh: man our ahri 
(41:22) Thresh: do we have a chance of winning? 
(41:23) Thresh: lol 
(41:31) Jarvan IV: if she continues being stupid no 
 
The context of this situation is that Ahri has lost a one on one fight with an enemy champion, and in 
general has been playing poorly. She is no longer included into the conversation, as her teammates 
talk ill about her in an indirect fashion when Jarvan IV claims that there is no chance of winning by 
saying that if she continues being stupid no. Prior to this claim, Thresh and Vayne have also targeted 
Ahri as a clear problem for the team by making such utterances as this ahri; omg; and #noahrimechs. 
This shows clear disapproval and impedes Ahri from being a contributing part of the team by outright 
claiming that her stupidy might lose the game.  
 
Table 5.5 The frequency of requests to report someone 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Players 
have asked 
other 
players to 
report me 
or have 
claimed to 
report me 
8 31 26 17 9 5 
 
Another example of snubbing in the context of a LoL game is asking a team to report someone. This 
shows that the specific player is not part of the team and in the future they do not want to see this 
player in their games. This sends a powerful impolite message to that player. The data shows that this 
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occurs sometimes for the informants with a median of 3. Furthermore, it is important to remember 
that while the reporting informant might not be reported during that game, another player might be.  
 
5.4.2 Disassociate from the other - for example, deny association or common ground with the 
other; avoid sitting together 
 
Example 17: Disassociating from the team 
 
(30:36) Aatrox: i told you its a loss 
(30:43) Aatrox: i know why because 0 teamplay 
(30:52) Aatrox: 0 ganks from jungler or mid laner roam.  
(30:55) Aatrox: surrender 
(32:19) Lissandra: atrox is lost because u dnot go with the team 
(32:33) Aatrox: i have no team 
(32:40) Aatrox: 0 help .. no team 
(32:54) Lissandra: so u dont helpo 
(33:01) Aatrox: yea 
(33:05) Aatrox: maybe next game youll learn 
(33:14) Lissandra: fkkn kid 
 
The context of this situation is that Aatrox has been very negative throughout the whole game due to 
a belief that his team has not helped him sufficiently. This communication occurs near the end of the 
game where the overall attitude in the team is rather defeated. Aatrox tries to save face by 
disassociating from the rest of the team by directly claiming that he does not wish to be part of the 
team in any way as the team has not helped him. This can be seen in Aatrox’ following utterances: i 
have no team and 0 help .. no team. Lissandra attempts to confirm that she has understood Aatrox 
correctly by asking if he really will not help the team at all. Aatrox confirms this by saying yea and 
that maybe next game youll learn.  
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Table 5.6 The frequency of informants being muted 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I have been 
muted by 
other 
players 
22 44 22 4 4 0 
 
Explicitly telling someone that they will be muted by another player is one of the key ways of 
disassociating from someone in LoL. This way, the player who is being muted is directly told that 
their messages will no longer be heard or seen, which is a definite sign that the player’s input is not 
appreciated. It would not appear to occur too often in LoL, with a median of just 2. However, it is 
important to point out that players can be muted without them knowing it. Then again, it is 
questionable if those cases can be considered to be face damaging, as the player is not aware of 
him/her being muted. 
 
5.4.3 Be uninterested, unconcerned, unsympathetic 
 
Example 18: Being unsympathetic 
 
(01:10) [all] Taric: wat  
(01:18) [all] Morgana: that taric  
(01:18) Lux: taric flash down  ̴7m  
(01:22) Morgana: 6min  
(01:23) Morgana: flash 
(01:27) Shyvana: im not coming bot 
(01:29) Shyvana: that soon so 
(01:30) Morgana: ? 
(01:34) Shyvana: unless they pushin 
(01:36) Morgana: i dont leash then  
(01:38) Shyvana: k 
(01:39) Shyvana: bai 
(01:39) Lux: LOL 
(01:43) Lux: so salty wat 
(01:49) Shyvana: thats for sure 
(01:50) Shyvana: no gank 
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The context of this situation is that the friendly team has used the time before any real action on the 
map occurs very well and the result is that the enemy champion, Taric, has lost one of his key abilities 
for escaping for five minutes. This means that he will be very easy to kill, if the friendly jungler, who 
roams the entire map, would come to the bottom (bot) portion of the map where Taric will be and add 
extra manpower to ensure a kill. However the jungler, Shyvana, shows no interest in being a 
teamplayer in this case and claims that she will not be coming to bot that soon so she will not be 
helping to capitalise on the weakness of Taric. While this was not directly meant to be impolite, the 
friendly players in the bottom lane took this as Shyvana being uninterested in their cause. This leads 
to Morgana threatening Shyvana to which Shyvana finally responds no gank, or in layman’s terms, 
she will not come help the bottom lane at all. Thus, what started as an indirect impoliteness strategy 
of being uninterested ended up in being a direct lack of interest in the needs of the bottom lane.   
 
Table 5.7 Other players being unsympathetic 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
My 
explanations 
why I am 
not playing 
well have 
been 
ignored 
14 21 24 16 12 9 
 
This option exemplifies one possible way this impoliteness strategy might occur in a game. While it 
might not be the most frequent way players can be unsympathetic in a game, it is a clear and frequent 
enough example. The informants report that it does happen quite often, with a median value of 3.  
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5.4.4 Use inappropriate identity markers 
Example 19: Using inappropriate identity markers 
 
(23:10) Shyvana: god ..  
(23:17) [all] Kayle: god...   
(23:20) Gragas: look tank shyvanna 
(23:25) Gragas: report you fcn noob 
(23:30) Tristana: no 
(23:31) Tristana: report u 
(23:36) Tristana: u don’t know even how to w 
(23:37) Gragas: ok bye 
(23:54) Annie: dat 
(23:55) Annie: shyvanna 
(23:56) Annie: rlly sucks 
 
The context of this situation is that Shyvana has been playing badly in the eyes of the rest of the team. 
This leads to Gragas openly declaring that look tank shyvanna report you fcn noob. Noob is a 
derogatory term for newbie, i.e. beginner frequently used in LoL. This is one of the most typical uses 
of the word noob in the corpus, where a player declares that someone completely lacks skill in the 
game, even though that is most likely not the case.  
 
Table 5.8 Using negative words to describe players 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Players 
have used 
negative 
words to 
describe me 
in chat 
4 28 31 15 13 5 
 
This question directly quantifies the frequency of this strategy. The informants estimated this strategy 
to occur somewhere between Sometimes and Often, with a median value of 3. However, this question 
does not take into account the frequencies of players addressing a whole team with negative words, 
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so in reality this strategy most likely occurs more frequently, when not directly personalised towards 
one specific player.  
 
5.4.5 Seek disagreement/avoid agreement 
 
Example 20: Seeking disagreement 
 
(10:54) Kayle: udyr, you really need to gank 
(11:00) Udyr: FLAREE  
(11:04) Kayle: you cant still gank 
(11:05) Kayle: idiot 
(11:12) Udyr: no you rlly cant 
(11:16) Udyr: only if you can secure kills 
(11:17) Kayle: it goes off kills and assists 
(11:47) Mordekaiser: u can’t ignore lanes for flare 
-Udyr ignored Sivir- 
-Udyr ignored Lulu- 
-Udyr ignored Mordekaiser- 
 
The context of this situation is that the friendly jungler, Udyr, has been neglecting his duties as a 
jungler and has not been actively ganking, i.e. roaming around the map and attacking enemy 
champions. Instead, Udyr has been focusing on killing neutral monsters in the jungle. He explains 
that this is due to his item, Flare, that requires kills (including monster kills) to power it up. Kayle 
disagrees with Udyr’s decision by claiming that you cant still gank idiot (contextually speaking, he 
most likely means can and made a mistake in typing). Mordekaiser pitches in by adding that u can’t 
ignore lanes for flare, further disagreeing with Udyr. Udyr’s response to the disagreement is to mute  
Sivir, Lulu, and Mordekaiser, without attempting to reach an agreement.  
 
 
 
 
63 
 
 
 
Table 5.9 Seeking disagreement or avoiding agreement 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Team 
members 
have 
intentionally 
disagreed or 
avoided 
agreement 
with me 
12 34 28 16 4 2 
 
Once again we can see the direct frequency of this particular strategy that the informants report. This 
strategy appears to be averagely frequent, with a median value of 3. However, it is not quite certain 
that the reason for this median is because players tend to agree with their team members. The corpus 
shows frequent examples of players simply staying quiet (which is obviously neither agreeing nor 
disagreeing).  
 
5.4.6 Use taboo words - swear, or use abusive or profane language 
 
Example 21: Using taboo words 
 
(18:21) Gragas: dat shyvanna noob  
(18:27) Tristana: gj..  
(18:28) Vi: me too 
(18:30) Vi: sry 
(18:31) Annie: FUUUUUUUUUUUUUUCK 
(18:36) Tristana: that ult 
(18:38) Gragas: surrender pls 
(18:38) Annie: i **** DONT BELIEVE 
(18:40) Annie: HE SO LUCKY 
(18:41) Shyvana: we can’t lose it bot don;t fight 2vs2 .  
(18:45) Annie: **** LUUUC AAAAAAAAAAA 
 
Here, we return to the previously described game where Shyvana has been called a noob for poor 
play (once again by Gragas). Kayle is an enemy champion who has killed several friendly champions 
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for which the friendly players are very dismayed. Annie uses several taboo words (some of which are 
censored, due to the profanity filter being on). She further emphasises her taboo words by capitalising 
every letter when she yells FUUUUUUUUUUUUUUCK. While it is a question which taboo words 
she has chosen in the censored quotations, it does not matter, as we have a clear example uncensored.  
 
Table 5.10 Amount of profanity in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I have seen 
profane 
language in 
LoL games 
1 5 15 34 21 20 
 
The amount of profanity can be seen to be rather large, with a much higher mean than the previous 
strategies. The median value of 4 is between Often and Usually.  This is something that occurred 
often in the corpus as well, although it is questionable whether players find most instances of taboo 
words impolite.  
 
5.4.7 Threaten/frighten - instil [sic] a belief that action detrimental to the other will occur 
 
Example 22: Threatening 
 
(10:56) [all] Fiora: u are such an idiot elise 
(10:59) [all] Fiora: i counter yasou 
(11:03) [all] Fiora: malphite counters me 
(11:06) [all] Fiora: you counter malphite 
(11:08) [all] Elise: so do i 
(11:08) [all] Elise: idiot 
(11:08) [all] Fiora: why dont u want to change lane 
(11:10) [all] Fiora: 0-2 
(11:20) [all] Fiora: 0-3  
(11:31) [all] Elise: its called being camped 
(11:42) [all] Fiora: its called report 
(11.45) [all] Elise: while having to deal with you 
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(11:56) [all] Elise: reported for what 
(11:59) [all] Elise: this guy 
(12:00) [all] Yasuo: bb fiora  
(12:05) [all] Fiora: XD 
(12:07) [all] Elise: report fiora 
(12:09) [all] Fiora: GO FCKING TOP 
(12:14) [all] Fiora: U SON OF A BITCH 
(12:15) [all] Elise: Feeder refuse communicate negative attitude 
(12:15) [all] Fiora: FCKING FEEDER 
(12:18) [all] Elise: look 
(12:22) [all] Elise: report him 
(12:26) [all] Elise: he is hurting my feelings 
(12:35) [all] Fiora: i wish i met u in reallife 
 
In this example, it is necessary to read into the context as there is no direct threat per se. The context 
of this situation is that Fiora and Elise have been fighting throughout the game in an exchange of 
heated conversational turns. Fiora goes as far as calling Elise a son of a bitch with capital letters. In 
the end, Fiora ominously claims that i wish i met u in reallife. This is the part where it is necessary to 
take into account the context of their entire conversation. It is obvious that, within the timeframe of 
their common game, they strongly dislike each other. When a player who is currently very angry with 
the other player wishes to meet said player in real life, one can deduce that it would not be a friendly 
meeting. It is likely that violence is implied, although this is mere speculation. Either way, this appears 
to be a clear threat against the player who is safely protected by online anonymity, thus not being 
reachable to the other player. 
 
Table 5.11 Threatening others in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I or my 
family/friends 
have been 
threatened in 
LoL games in 
other ways than 
by 
reporting/muting 
41 28 12 9 4 2 
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The most frequent option chosen was Never. However, the informants report that it does happen 
rarely, with a median of 2. This definitely reflects the corpus findings: while this strategy was found 
on few instances, it occurred extremely rarely.  
 
5.4.8 Condescend, scorn or ridicule - emphasize your relative power. Be contemptuous 
 
Example 23: Condescending 
 
(18:47) [all] Soraka: they feed = my fault 
(18:49) [all] Ziggs: BUT I DIDNT BAN RAKA 
(18:50) Braum: either fp braum 
(18:52) [all] Braum: either fp braum 
(18:53) [all] Braum: or ban  
(18:54) [all] Ziggs: LOOK AT YOUUU 
(18:56) [all] Ziggs: 1/5 
(18.58) [all] Ziggs: GGWP 
(19:05) [all] Ziggs: i wanna show you how to play raka next time 
(19:07) [all] Soraka: ur n00b dude I won my lane 
(19:11) [all] Ziggs: REAL>? 
(19:14) [all] Soraka: YEs 
(19:14) [all] Ziggs: FOR REAL? 
(19:27) [all] Ziggs: OK 
(19:28) [all] Soraka: FOR REAL 
(19:31) [all] Ziggs: YOU WON THE LANE 
(19:32) [all] Ziggs: TY 
(19:49) [all] Soraka: so bad 
(20:08) [all] Ziggs: BYE  
(20:39) Braum: oomz 
(20:43) Lee Sin: get ur buffs babes 
(20:45) [all] Ziggs: congrats!  
(20:47) [all] Ziggs: u have 2 kills 
(20:48) [all] Ziggs: yay 
(20:58) [all] Ziggs: incredibly 1 assist with raka 
 
The context of this situation is that somehow, Ziggs and Soraka, have gotten into a fight even though 
they are on opposing sides. Ziggs is part of the winning team and his enemy team counterpart, Soraka, 
is not happy with the situation. Ziggs in being condescending to Soraka by reminding that Soraka’s 
kill-death ratio is bad: LOOK AT YOUUU; 1/5; GGWP; and i wanna show you how to play raka 
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(Soraka) next time. Soraka responds to this by being counter-condescending to Ziggs by claiming 
that: ur n00b dude I won my lane and further so bad. The conversation continues onwards until Ziggs 
takes a further jab at Soraka by reminding her that: u have 2 kills; yay; and incredibly 1 assist with 
raka. Normally, a Soraka should have much more assists at the end of the game.  
 
Table 5.12 Frequency of condescending in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Other players have 
questioned/ridiculed 
my ability to play 
the 
champion/role/LoL 
in general 
4 24 29 28 9 2 
 
The question above was chosen to represent this strategy in LoL, as the player’s ability to play well 
with their champion and in their specific role is what other players pay most attention to. Thus, the 
informants were to rate the frequency of which other players ridicule their play. The results show an 
average frequency with a median value of 3.  
 
5.4.9 ‘Explicitly’ associate the other with a negative aspect - personalise, use the pronouns ‘I’ 
and ‘you’ 
 
Example 24: Explicitly associating the other with a negative aspect 
 
(18:29) Vayne: i got bot 
(19:10) Thresh: kk lets group 
(19:14) Vayne: it’s oto late  
(19:19) Renekton: lol 
(19:43) Vayne: u guys throw so wel 
(19:56) Renekton: you insta lock and now you cry 
(20:01) Renekton: my god you are the best kind of person 
(20:10) Vayne: u shouldnt be complaining renekton  
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(20:12) Vayne: only thresh should 
(20:21) Renekton: um 
(20:24) Thresh: we take noc and brand out 
(20:24) Renekton: you are crying right now lol 
 
The context of this situation is that Vayne has been critical of the game play prior to this. She 
continues being critical to which Renekton responds (sarcastically): you insta lock and now you cry; 
my god you are the best kind of person. While, Renekton is not directly associating Vayne with a 
negative aspect, the context clearly shows that Renekton does not appreciate the kind of player Vayne 
is (a player who instantly locks his champion during champion selection, thus not discussing with the 
rest of the team if they approve her choice, and then complains during the game). Thus, Renekton is 
associating Vayne with a negative type of person. The sarcastic and, ultimately, negative connotation 
of the association is further demonstrated in flouting the maxim of manner by adding the unnecessary 
and emotional prefix, my god.  
 
Table 5.13 Associating players with a negative aspect 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I have 
directly 
been called 
with 
negative 
words 
3 24 31 20 10 8 
 
This strategy is rather close to the previous strategy as ridiculing someone often walks hand in hand 
with associating said players with a negative aspect. This is mirrored in the same median value of 3.  
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5.4.10 Use obscure or secretive language 
 
As mentioned in the Methods section, utterances in other than (mostly) English were excluded, as this 
is a study on the English language. However, there still was communication in foreign languages 
between players, while the rest of the team presumably had no idea what they were talking about. 
Nonetheless, since these utterances were not part of the corpus, I will not be including them here. 
Then the question is whether there was any obscure or secretive language in English. There were no 
examples of someone communicating something that an experienced LoL player would not 
understand. LoL includes a lot of technical jargon and unfamiliar abbreviations, so if there was any 
new player in those games they might have not understood them. However, this does not clearly imply 
intentional impoliteness on the behalf of the person who uttered them. Thus, I must conclude that 
there were no examples of this strategy in my corpus.  
 
Table 5.14 Secretive language in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Other team 
members 
have left 
me out by 
using 
language I 
could not 
understand 
19 29 26 12 7 3 
 
The informants were not instructed to ignore the case of players using foreign languages so the 
limitation of the corpus was not applied here. The median is a lowly 2 but it is right on the edge of 3. 
Thus, we can see that the frequency is much higher than that of the corpus. 
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5.4.11 Invade the other’s space - literally or metaphorically 
 
Example 25: Invading the other’s space 
 
(18:15) LeBlanc: stop pyshing my lane nami 
(18:16) LeBlanc: wdf// 
(18:29) Caitlyn: the hate on my fishy friend is real 
(20:34) [all] Vel’Koz: LOL  
(20:35) LeBlanc: op  
(20:46) LeBlanc: poppy what kind of bullshit was that 
(20:58) Renekton: gj 
(21:17) Poppy: ME MAKING TIME FOR RENEKTON TO DESTROY MID! 
(21:52) Caitlyn: thankf rot ahnking the tower that long renek 
(22:08) Caitlyn: thanks* 
(22:10) LeBlanc: if one more jackass comes mid 
(22:12) LeBlanc: and takes a wave 
(22:13) LeBlanc: im afk 
(22:28) Caitlyn: this is not about the farm 
 
Quite obviously, no literal invasion of someone’s physical space can occur as the game is situated in 
virtual space. However, as the above example shows, people can still feel that their space is being 
invaded. In LoL, there are three lanes and the jungle. The jungler’s role is to kill the neutral monsters 
within the jungle, while three champions have their own lane and usually the bottom lane also has a 
supporting champion. Therefore, the context of the situation above is that another champion came to 
LeBlanc’s lane and is killing her AI minions. It is evident that LeBlanc feels that this is an intrusion 
of her personal space by reacting aggressively towards the invading players by uttering: stop pyshing 
my lane nami and if one more jackass comes mid and takes a wave im afk.  
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Table 5.15 Invading the other’s space in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I have been 
asked 
inappropriate 
/ highly 
personal 
things in 
LoL 
57 23 10 3 3 0 
 
While we already saw an example of invading the other’s space from the corpus, it was also important 
to find out how often players’ personal space was invaded in the form of others inquiring highly 
personal information. As expected, the results are extremely low: both the mode and median are 1, 
i.e. never. With the limited possibilities of invading the other’s space physically (other than the 
example from the corpus, where someone’s lane is being intruded upon) and the scarcity of players 
intruding on the others’ personal information, we can conclude that this strategy is rare in LoL.  
 
5.4.12 Put the other’s indebtedness on record 
 
Example 26: Putting the other’s indebtedness on record, 1 
 
(05:59) [all] Janna: bb:D  
(05:59) [all] Vel’Koz: rotfl 
(06:02) Nasus: this botlane 
(06:06) [all] Janna: rofl :D 
(06:06) LeBlanc: wp bot  
(06:10) Kha’Zix: bot helpfull :D  
(06:19) Vayne: u would die anyways 
(06:23) LeBlanc: no 
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Example 27: Putting the other’s indebtedness on record, 2 
 
(11:02) Aatrox: ffs 
(11:07) Aatrox: get skull crab for once  
(11:56) Aatrox: gg  
(11:59) Aatrox: rengar camp top 
(12:10) [all] Aatrox: such **** my ignite didnt activate 
(12:18) [all] Rengar: ofc 
(12:40) Aatrox: gank top 
(12:41) Aatrox: please 
(12:49) Aatrox: i need help 
(13:45) Aatrox: gg  
(14:35) Aatrox: once again top is ignored and then you ask why garen and rengar so strong 
(14:46) Aatrox: thanks.  
(15:46) Aatrox: gg  
(16:01) Aatrox: surrender this 
 
This strategy is difficult to find directly in LoL. Hence, I show two indirect examples of this strategy 
being employed in a LoL game. In the first example, there is a small team fight, where the champions 
from the enemy bottom lane have joined the fight, while the two friendly bottom laners did not walk 
up to join the fight. This results in the death of LeBlanc, who sarcastically remarks: wp bot (well 
played bottom laners), obviously hinting that they should have come. Nasus further critiques the 
bottom laners: this botlane, and Kha’Zix makes a further sarcastic remark: bot helpfull :D. These two 
utterances convey a message that it was the obligation of the two friendly bottom laners to join in on 
the fight, or in other words they owed the team their presence at that concrete time and place. 
 
The second example is of Aatrox first politely asking for help from the friendly jungler. When he 
does not receive assistance he protests that because no help was given: gg; once again top is ignored 
and then you ask why garen and rengar so strong; thanks.; gg; surrender this. The impolite utterances 
in addition to the fact that the enemy jungler has been ganking Aatrox quite frequently would lead 
me to the conclusion that Aatrox feels that the friendly jungler owes him his assistance. However, it 
is in no way the specific job of the jungler to roam to the top lane and help the top laner, so it is a case 
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of putting the other’s indebtedness on record as an impolite strategy. In this case, the most likely 
explanation is that Aatrox was attempting to move the blame from himself onto the jungler.  
 
Table 5.16 Indebtedness in LoL  
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Other 
players 
have 
claimed 
that I owe 
them 
something 
48 25 15 3 3 2 
 
It has already been concluded that it is very difficult to find direct examples of this strategy. Two 
indirect examples were chosen from the corpus but they definitely required a high amount of 
contextual deduction. It is then no surprise that the informants do not report high frequencies of this 
strategy. The median value is 1, i.e. Never. Still, 23 informants report this to occur sometimes or more 
frequently.  
 
5.4.13 Make the other feel uncomfortable 
 
Example 28: Making the other feel uncomfortable 
 (07:15) Mordekaiser: u take this i afk  
(07:18) Mordekaiser: thanks 
(07:59) Mordekaiser: fuck  
(08:01) Mordekaiser: off 
(Mordekaiser is excessively pinging the mini map) 
(10:01) Lulu: dude 
(10:03) Lulu: plz 
(10:04) Sivir: gank top he is extremely far behind 
(Mordekaiser is excessively pinging the mini map) 
(10:23) Kayle: please stop 
(10:26) Kayle: i cant see the mia 
(10:26) Sivir: mord stop, its annoying af he will be there 
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It must be mentioned that it is likely that most impoliteness always makes people feel uncomfortable. 
When someone calls you a noob or a retard, it is unlikely that you are going to be feeling good after 
that kind of abuse. However, the above example showcases a player making others feel uncomfortable 
through nonverbal communication. The context of this situation is that Mordekaiser is using one of 
the game’s nonverbal communication options in an excessive manner. He is pinging the map, which 
makes a loud noise and a flashing signal on the minimap of each player, which, based on the reactions 
of the other players, is extremely distracting and annoying. Thus, he is directly making other players 
feel uncomfortable through his nonverbal communication and as we see from the prior interaction, 
he was angry at the other players and showing bad team work. This gives him a clear motivation for 
annoying other players with his pinging.  
 
Table 5.17 Making players feel uncomfortable 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Other players 
have made me 
feel 
uncomfortable 
during a game 
20 37 23 9 7 0 
 
It has already been mentioned that all forms of FTAs can make a person feel uncomfortable. Thus, 
the question asked from the informants might include feeling uncomfortable from any of the other 
impoliteness strategies mentioned in this thesis. However, it is still interesting to see how often other 
players make a game uncomfortable for others. After all, it is a video game meant to be played for 
entertainment and pleasure, not  to make you feel bad. The statistic is also important as it is very 
difficult to know when someone is feeling uncomfortable, so the corpus data is not reliable here. The 
median is 2.  
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8.4.14 Sarcasm 
 
Example 29: Sarcasm 
 
(28:18) [all] Rammus: bg 
(28:21) [all] Vayne: gg wp 
(28:24) Riven: i was in jungle 
(28:26) [all] Rammus: this team fucked up 
(28:28) Riven: you almost aced them 
(28:28) [all] LeBlanc: cait and lee op  
(28:29) [all] Caitlyn: report lee sin leblanc and rammus 
(28:29) [all] Caitlyn: ty 
 
In this example, the game is nearly over and the enemy team champions are showing their distaste of 
the situation. Rammus claims that his team fucked up. LeBlanc sarcastically remarks: cait and lee op 
(overpowered, i.e. too strong). Considering that their team is losing, it is unlikely that they were too 
strong, thus we can conclude that it is a sarcastic remark. Furthermore, it is most likely meant to be 
impolite, as the most logical reason for LeBlanc to be writing that sarcastic remark is to show that 
she does not think that Caitlyn and Lee Sin performed well in the game through the maxim of quality. 
Furthermore, Caitlyn asks others to report Lee Sin, which further points out that at least Lee Sin has 
not been playing well in the minds of his team mates.  
 
Table 5.18 Offensive sarcasm and unintentional rude remarks in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
Other players have 
offended me with 
sarcastic/unintentionally 
rude remarks 
19 35 26 7 6 3 
 
A large proportion of seemingly impolite interaction was clearly meant as friendly banter and often 
was followed by positive emoticons (e.g. :) xD :P) However, clearly some sarcastic and perhaps 
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unintentionally rude remarks can act as FTAs. The median is 2, so while it is not very frequent that 
players take offense by these utterances, it clearly happens occasionally. This is supported by the 
corpus data, which shows many examples of intentionally using sarcasm to attack other players.  
 
5.4.15 Withhold politeness 
 
Example 30: Withholding politeness 
 
(22:37) [all] Caitlyn: gg 
(22:44) [all] Vel’Koz: bg 
(22:44) [all] Lucian: Main top  
(22:44) [all] Nami: gg 
(22:46) [all] Lucian: CLaro :d 
(22:46) [all] Vel’Koz: top op 
(22:47) Lux: gg 
 
It is difficult to find a concrete example of withholding politeness, especially in LoL, as it is a very 
hectic game and sometimes there is no time to type thank you. Thus, if someone simply fails to be 
polite in a situation where one should be polite, it does not directly mean that that player is being 
impolite. However, in the example above a player clearly intentionally withholds politeness and 
instead chooses to be impolite. GG is an abbreviation for good game, which is something that is 
expected from players, especially in games that feature one player versus one player, as it is obviously 
a direct personal attack if one does not type GG at the end of the game. However, as there are a total 
of 10 players in a LoL game, it is harder to pay attention to who writes GG and who does not so not 
writing it might not be withholding politeness per se. BG is an abbreviation for bad game, which is a 
clear impolite way of withholding politeness at the end of the game. Here, Vel’Koz, is directly 
withholding politeness by stating bg, rather than being a good opponent and a humble loser.  
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Table 5.19 Withholding politeness as an impolite strategy in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I have been 
offended by 
the lack of 
politeness 
from other 
players in a 
game 
22 28 23 13 4 6 
 
Once again, it is important to mention that the wording of the question might not be clear enough for 
some informants. It might be the case that some informants misunderstood this question to include 
those cases where players have been directly impolite, rather than that they have strictly been offended 
by players not being polite. Nonetheless, it would not seem that the frequencies are suspiciously high. 
The median value is only 2, which signifies that while players do perceive this to occur in games, it 
does not happen often. 
 
5.4.16 Criticise - dispraise h, some action or inaction by h, or some entity in which h has invested 
face 
 
Example 31: Criticising 
 
(18:19) [all] Riven: hahahahhaa 
(18:24) [all] Riven: taric kills trynda 
(18:36) [all] Riven: taric op 
(18:39) [all] Tryndamere: riven sell skin 
(18:48) [all] Tryndamere: you bad riven 
(18:54) [all] Riven: look on my profil :) 
(19:00) [all] Riven: i have bad day :) 
(19:01) [all] Tryndamere: look my acc 
(19:06) [all] Riven: m2 c: 
(19:17) [all] Tryndamere: i never loss my top 
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The context of this situation is that Riven and Tryndamere are two opposing top laners. Riven mocks 
Tryndamere for being killed by a weak champion to which Tryndamere answers by criticising Riven: 
riven sell skin you bad riven. A skin is a cosmetic upgrade that people can buy for their champion 
with real currency. Essentially, it is a prestigious item that shows your commitment to the specific 
champion. Hence, the critique is more serious, as Tryndamere suggests that Riven’s skills are not 
worthy of having the skin. Clear offense has been taken, as Riven tries to save face by claiming that 
she is just having a bad day.  
 
Table 5.20 Criticising players in LoL   
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I or my 
game play 
has been 
criticised 
by other 
players in 
LoL 
5 16 41 20 8 6 
 
The corpus data shows that it is quite frequent for a specific player or players to be criticised for their 
poor play. The questionnaire shows a higher than average frequency for this as well, with a total of 
34 informants choosing Often or higher. Still, the median is just 3. However, based on the corpus, 
this number could have been even higher. Although, it is also possible that the informants simply play 
well enough for critique not to occur in that many games. While they might not be critiqued in the 
specific game, another team mate of theirs might be.  
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5.4.17 Hinder/block - physically (block passage), communicatively (deny turn, interrupt) 
 
Example 32: Denying communicative turn 
 
(25:55) Annie: reported  
(25:56) Annie: gragas 
(25:58) Annie: reported 
(26:00) Annie: bb acc 
(26:00) Shyvana: i ping don;t fight .. 
(26:02) Annie: scrennshoot 
(26:05) Annie: and report 
(26:09) [all] Gragas: muted you looser  
 
The context of this situation is that Annie has been very critical of Gragas’ play throughout the game 
and has been very vocal about reporting him after the game. Gragas responds to this by muting her, 
thus hindering any further communication Annie can have with Gragas. He also does this in a rather 
impolite manner: muted you looser. Muting someone is one of the most efficient ways of hindering 
the ability of communicating with someone and at the same time it is sometimes the only way of 
protecting yourself.  
 
Table 5.21 Interruption of team communication 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
My 
communication 
with my team 
has been 
interrupted 
12 38 25 14 5 2 
 
We must take into account that the interaction that is being studied in this thesis occurs online in the 
form of real time chat. Thus, physical blocking and interrupting someone’s speech cannot happen. 
Instead, the informants were instructed with a simple example of other players hindering their 
communication by telling them to shut up. Other examples could have been players muting each 
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other, like we discussed above, however this was not the primary focus of this question. Even though 
the ways of hindering communication are limited in LoL, the median value of 2 still shows this to 
occur. 
 
5.4.18 Enforce role shift 
 
There are no clear examples of enforcing a role shift in these games as the game consists of strangers 
playing together on a one time basis. Thus, no one has a clear social role within the group, which is 
the reason why the communication and team work can be so chaotic sometimes. One example might 
be other players requesting that they take your position in the game. There is one example of this in 
the corpus, where Fiora requests that she and Elise swap lanes. However, the request makes strategic 
sense and is not impolite per se (even that Fiora ends up being very impolite in the expression of her 
belief that Elise is stupid for not listening to her suggestion).  
 
Table 5.22 Taking players’ roles away in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
My role in 
the game 
has been 
taken away 
from me 
6 27 35 18 9 1 
 
The median for this question was surprisingly high, with a value of 3. As I mentioned above, I could 
not find any clear examples of this in the corpus, and yet the informants report that it does happen 
sometimes. The examples that I provided for the informants to understand this question included other 
players taking their leadership roles and/or taking their lane positions/roles away. It is then possible 
that said circumstances do happen and it was coincidence that there was no such case in the corpus.  
 
81 
 
 
 
5.4.19 Challenges 
 
Example 33: Challenging 
 
(10:56) [all] Fiora: u are such an idiot elise 
(10:59) [all] Fiora: i counter yasou 
(11:03) [all] Fiora: malphite counters me 
(11:06) [all] Fiora: you counter malphite 
(11:08) [all] Elise: so do i 
(11:08) [all] Elise: idiot 
(11:08) [all] Fiora: why dont u want to change lane 
(11:10) [all] Fiora: 0-2 
(11:20) [all] Fiora: 0-3  
(11:31) [all] Elise: its called being camped 
(11:42) [all] Fiora: its called report 
(11.45) [all] Elise: while having to deal with you 
(11:56) [all] Elise: reported for what 
(11:59) [all] Elise: this guy 
 
The context of this situation is that Fiora and Elise are having an intense fight about their position in 
the game. Fiora wants her and Elise to switch lanes for a better strategic edge over each others’ 
opponents. Elise has ignored this suggestion. Fiora then challenges Elise: why dont u want to change 
lane, after which she points out how poorly Elise is playing (0 kills, 3 deaths). Thus, Fiora is 
challenging why Elise does not want to change lanes, especially by being further condescending about 
Elise’s poor success in the game.  
 
Table 5.23 Challenges in LoL 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
My actions 
and/or 
decisions in 
the game 
have been 
questioned 
1 17 50 17 6 5 
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It is evident from both the corpus and the questionnaire data that challenges happen in LoL games 
relatively often. The median and mode values are 3 (a clear majority chose Sometimes). There were 
rather frequent examples of this strategy in the corpus. Players vented their frustration by questioning 
why the rest of the team or a specific player acted in such a way, challenging their decisions, resulting 
in an FTA.   
 
5.5 What kind of events cause impoliteness in LoL? 
 
Speaking strictly from the perspective of the corpus, the most common reason by far for players 
lashing out was other players dying. Every time a champion (or character, which is the word used in 
the questionnaire) dies they have to spend a specific amount of time being resurrected and the killing 
champion(s) gain a large amount of gold as a reward and further power. Thus, each death means that 
the opposing team gets a little stronger and yours is weaker during the time that you are missing a 
player/several players. It is then rather logical that people get upset when their team members die, as 
it is a clear step closer to a loss. However, there are a variety of other reasons why players might start 
acting rudely and they are very difficult to see from the context of the match in a YouTube video. 
Therefore, section II in the questionnaire was created to give more quantifiable data for this question. 
As a reminder, each informant was instructed to choose three options. Here are all of the chosen 
options and their frequencies:  
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Figure 5.2 What kind of events cause impoliteness in LoL 
 
The table below shows the exact amount and percentage of total choices from the most chosen one to 
the least chosen one: 
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Table 5.24 What kind of events cause impoliteness in LoL with percentages 
Option Amount of option choices % of total number of 
informants 
Players dying 59 61,46% 
Players being AFK 54 56,25% 
Players not knowing what they 
are doing 
37 38,54% 
Players being rude in chat 34 35,42% 
Players not responding to team 
communication 
19 19,79% 
Players picking an unsuitable 
character for the role 
17 17,71% 
Players requesting someone to 
be reported 
16 16,67% 
Players going to the wrong lane 13 13,54% 
Players picking a bad character 12 12,50% 
Other 12 12,50% 
Players disconnecting 10 10,42% 
Players getting the wrong items 5 5,21% 
 
The qualitative analysis of the corpus has definite support from the player base, as 61,46% of the 
informants chose the Players dying option. Players being AFK, i.e. not actively playing in the game 
is closely behind and a little further down the line players chose Players not knowing what they are 
doing with 38,54%. It is interesting to note that Players being rude in chat is quite far behind from 
the top two options. Either way, these four choices represent some of the most visible and impactful 
events on the game so one could have easily predicted these results. Analysing these options through 
the list of events causing impoliteness provided by Jay (1992), it would appear that the factor of 
Damage is the most aggravating one among team members. As mentioned prior, someone dying 
damages the chances of winning. Someone being AFK, thus making it an uneven fight as far as 
numbers are considered, is also highly damaging to the chances of winning the game. Players not 
knowing what they are doing is a type of behaviour that the new players show. It is a type of behaviour 
that can understandably irritate fellow players, especially if it damages the chances of winning the 
game. Players being rude in chat is a clear linguistic attack that causes further impoliteness. However, 
it apparently is not perceived to be very damaging to the chances of winning the game, so it is behind 
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the three other options. It also supports the idea that there is a stressful environment in LoL games, 
which create an ‘I must win’ attitude. This then creates an aggressive attitude towards people who 
make that less likely.  
 
Players also mentioned some alternative options to the ones mentioned in the questionnaire: three 
informants cheated by not choosing Other and still providing another option. Thus, while only 12 
informants chose Other, there are 15 alternative options. It does not really matter and it is interesting 
to see what everyone suggested. All of them are listed below, written just like the informants wrote 
them:  
 
(1) Witch Hunting / Focused Abuse 
(2) Trolling 
(3) small peniz 
(4) farming instead of grouping 
(5) All of the above 
(6) playing too bad for their devision (for example: CSing, Mapawareness, Warding 
(7) Own lack of experience, hence being angry at people doing the right things. 
(8) for not getting carried 
(9) Intentionaly or unintentionaly providing a advantage for the enemy team. 
(10) lose strikes 
(11) Having their kills "stolen" (they’re just behind with low dmg) 
(12) Not helping when in trouble. also, is gg negative? 
(13) People are generally too sensitive about anything 
(14) almost everything and more 
(15) trolling in general, not really able to pick just three "common" events. 
 
Some of these provided options do not really add anything substantial or are not that different from 
existing options. However, a few of them were intriguing: Witch hunting; farming instead of 
grouping; and having their kills stolen. These are some of the reasons that might have caused 
impoliteness in the corpus and should be added into the list of options next time the questionnaire is 
used.  
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5.6 What kind of reactions are there to the FTAs in LoL? 
 
The last research question concerns how players react to impoliteness within the game. The 
questionnaire presented the informants with a variety of options for reacting to an FTA and they 
graded it on a Likert Scale, just like the one used previously. The table below shows the frequencies 
for all 15 options: 
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Table 5.25 Player reactions to impoliteness 
Option Never Rarely Sometimes Often Usually Always 
I tend to get stressed 
when people are being 
rude in chat 
17 33 18 12 13 3 
I often use the mute 
function to mute rude 
players 
16 23 14 11 13 19 
If someone is being 
rude to me, I tend to 
play worse 
15 30 21 12 12 6 
I actively try to defend 
myself against rude 
messages 
18 27 21 15 12 3 
I report players for 
being rude after the 
game 
5 6 15 20 23 27 
I leave the game or go 
AFK if people are 
being too rude 
76 12 3 2 1 2 
I actively respond in a 
rude way to rude 
messages 
28 35 15 9 5 4 
People being rude in 
chat doesn’t affect my 
game play 
7 22 25 11 23 8 
I rarely use the mute 
function to mute rude 
players 
17 26 18 11 13 11 
It does not affect my 
game play if someone 
is being rude to me 
6 20 27 13 19 11 
I never respond to 
rude messages 
16 24 22 12 12 10 
I don’t care about 
impolite people and 
do not report them 
after the game 
33 35 16 3 5 4 
I continue playing the 
game normally even if 
people are being very 
rude in chat 
7 4 6 21 31 27 
I am never rude 
myself even if others 
are being rude 
7 21 16 13 24 15 
I respond back, in 
even more rude ways 
53 17 16 7 1 2 
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It is surprising how little reaction there would appear to be from players to impolite interaction in 
LoL. The median for nearly every option is either 2 or 3, i.e. somewhere around the Rarely/Sometimes 
spot. There were two options with a median value of 1: ‘I respond back, in even more rude ways’ and 
‘I leave the game or go AFK if people are being too rude’. One of the more surprising ones is how 
rarely players would appear to use the mute function to ignore impolite players, with more than half 
of the informants doing it sometimes or even less frequently. The mute function is one of the primary 
responses one can have against ‘toxic’ players and it appears that it is not as widely used as it perhaps 
should be. Furthermore, players do not report to frequently attempt to defend themselves from an 
FTA, as two-thirds of the informants report to do it only sometimes or less frequently. The informants 
also claim not to actively respond in rude ways to rude messages, with the median being only a 2. 
Some of the higher medians were for reporting players for being rude after the game, with a median 
value of 5. While this reaction does nothing to salvage the game that occurred, it might lead to an 
eventual punishment for the flaming players. The data also points out that, most of the time, players 
continue to play the game normally, even if others are being impolite, also with a median value of 5.  
 
The corpus data supports the quantitative questionnaire data. A large portion of the time players 
ignore any FTA directed towards the team or specifically them. However, there are also other 
responses to FTAs: countering the FTA in a defensive manner; countering the FTA in an offensive 
manner; muting; and reasoning with the aggressive players. These are universal for all tiers. This is 
also a clear extension (or at least an extension to fit the context of LoL) to the list of responses a 
person might have against an FTA that Bousfield (2008) provided. Said list of responses can be found 
on pages 29-30 of this thesis. Below are some examples from the corpus data of all the strategies used 
by players in the context of LoL: 
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Example 34: not responding to the FTA 
 
(18:58) Shyvana: lee i need u and top -_- 
(19:06) Tristana: omg nice ss  
(19:14) Shyvana: u come 1 time for 1 q and take kill .... 
(19:34) Tristana: let us know when cass goes ss again... 
(19:40) Shyvana: looool 
(19:42) Shyvana: w for me 
(19:44) Malphite: i have no wards 
(19.44) Shyvana: and after q ??? 
(19:55) Malphite: cause this **** lag i forgot to put 
 
As we can see, Shyvana is criticising Lee Sin for coming only once for the duration of one skill shot 
(so basically Lee Sin came up there for a second and left instantly), stealing the kill, and never coming 
back: u come 1 time for 1 q and take kill .... However, there is no attempt by Lee Sin to save face and 
he simply ignores the FTA.  
 
Example 35: countering the FTA in a defensive manner 
 
(22:10) LeBlanc: if one more jackass comes mid 
(22:12) LeBlanc: and takes a wave 
(22:13) LeBlanc: im afk 
(22:28) Caitlyn: this is not about the farm 
 
LeBlanc is angry about others coming to her lane and killing her AI minions. Thus, Leblanc is not 
receiving the gold reward gained from those minions, a group of which is called a ‘wave’. Thus, she 
calls out that she will go afk if it does not stop. Caitlyn reacts to this with a non-impolite defense: 
‘this is not about the farm’. This way it is easy to assume that she is attempting to be diplomatic and 
to calm LeBlanc down. LeBlanc losing some gold will be nowhere as crucial to winning the game as 
LeBlanc going AFK.  
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Example 36: muting 
 
(16:35) Riven: vayne is trash u counter her as hell 
(16:37) Riven: and u fail 
(16:43) Caitlyn: vayne is the best adc ever 
(16:48) Caitlyn: if u call her trash again… 
(16:49) Riven: nice joke 
(17:02) Caitlyn: muted him  
 
In this context, Riven is aggressively criticising Caitlyn’s play against the enemy Vayne. Caitlyn’s 
quick solution to this is muting him, thus not hearing any more messages from Riven.  
 
Example 37: countering the FTA in an offensive manner 
 
(17:59) [all] Janna: so bad velkoz 
(18:06) Vayne: wp leo 
(18:26) [all] Janna: fed more 
(18.27) [all] Vel’Koz: can’t belive 
(18:30) [all] Vel’Koz: this janna made that mistake 
(18:31) [all] Janna: PLS 
(18:35) [all] Vel’Koz: to kick ayne out of my laser line 
(18:37) [all] Vel’Koz: then flamed me 
(18:40) [all] Vayne: we are too good for u 
 
Janna is the first one to critique Vel’Koz’ abilities in the game. Vel’Koz retaliates with the same level 
of impoliteness: can’t belive this janna made that mistake to kick ayne out of my laser line then flamed 
me. Thus, we see that Janna’s initial critique was met by Vel’Koz’ own critique of Janna’s skill.  
 
Example 38: reasoning with the aggressive player 
 
(13:45) Aatrox: gg  
(14:35) Aatrox: once again top is ignored and then you ask why garen and rengar so strong 
(14:46) Aatrox: thanks.  
(15:46) Aatrox: gg  
(16:01) Aatrox: surrender this 
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(16:21) Morgana: stop being negative pls 
 
In this situation, Aatrox is being extremely negative and calling out for the whole team to surrender 
simply because he is not enjoying the game. Morgana reacts to this by directly asking him to stop 
being so negative.  
 
As we can see, LoL has a wide range of different impoliteness strategies. However, this wide range 
of ways of causing an FTA is met with several ways of responding to impoliteness by fellow players. 
While these would seem to be heavily set within the context of LoL, some of them can be utilised 
(and most likely are utilised to some extent) outside of LoL as well.  The strategy of reasoning with 
an aggressive player/person in general might be more useful in real life interaction than people care 
to realise. In the context of LoL, a toxic player is dangerous in the way he/she demoralises others and 
squanders time on writing negative messages, rather than focusing on the game. If other players 
manage to calm the toxic player down, there will be a much higher chance of winning. From this 
perspective, this strategy makes a lot of sense. However, it can be a difficult task to calm these players 
down. Perhaps the easiest strategy is simply to mute the toxic players. It is just a shame that we cannot 
mute people so easily in real life.  
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9. Conclusion 
 
The present study had two hypotheses. The primary hypothesis was: ‘There is a large frequency of 
impolite utterances to be observed in LoL, which is caused by the stress of a competitive 
environment’. The secondary hypothesis was: ‘There are significant differences in the amounts of 
impolite utterances in the lower tiers of the ranked leagues and the high tiers’. We will discuss the 
primary hypothesis first.  
 
I believe that it is clear from the Results section and the data that was presented within, that this 
hypothesis has been strongly supported. In section 5.1, we observed the frequency of impoliteness in 
the game. The informants showed that impolite utterances happen often and 27,94% of the corpus 
consisted of impolite interaction. I believe that as far as the frequency of impolite interaction is 
concerned, it is clear that ranked games in LoL have a lot of it. In section 5.4, we observed in detailed 
ways which of the impoliteness strategies that Bousfield (2008) listed occurred in LoL. All but two 
of the strategies (Use obscure or secretive language and Enforce role shift) were exemplified from 
the corpus that was collected from actual ranked LoL games. Even three of the strategies that could 
not be found in the corpus that Bousfield (2008) was using could be found in this study: Invade the 
other’s space - literally or metaphorically; Put the other’s indebtedness on record; and Make the 
other feel uncomfortable. Thus, we can conclude that the impoliteness found in LoL is both frequent 
and diverse. Finally, in sections 5.5 and 5.6, we identified the causes of impoliteness in LoL and the 
reactions that players have to FTAs. The top two reasons for impoliteness were identified to be other 
players dying and other players going AFK (away from the keyboard), two major contributors to 
losses in a ranked game. We can see then that the competitive stressful environment does indeed 
contribute to a large and diverse frequency of impolite English language.  
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The secondary hypothesis has also been fully supported. It is evident from section 5.2 that there is a 
clear downward trajectory in the frequencies of impoliteness from the Low tier to the Mid tier and to 
the Top tier, as showed by the X² test. Besides the difference in the frequencies, the Top tier also 
appeared to have different types of impoliteness compared to the Low and Mid tiers, as was shown 
in section 5.3. The impoliteness in the Top tiers became much more contextualised and specific: 
players criticised specific mistakes of one player and generally distanced themselves as a team from 
the one ‘bad’ player. This showed a stark contrast to the often untargeted impoliteness in the lower 
tiers with players venting their frustration that they are once again losing because of the rest of their 
team. This difference shows a large gap in the levels of experience that the players have in the 
different tiers and the different attitudes that the players bring to a game in the Top tier. Thus, we can 
conclude that the Top tier games have less impoliteness and that the way players are impolite in the 
Top tier is substantially different.  
 
Next, I will move on to critically analyse the weaknesses of this study. The most important issue to 
mention is that, while there was a clear framework of impoliteness, some of the choices in the corpus 
had to be subjective. The Summoner’s Code provides a clear conduct of behaviour for the players but 
many of the utterances were borderline between impolite and neutral. Thus, a different researcher 
with the same knowledge of LoL might have made different decisions in marking utterances impolite. 
Furthermore, it is entirely possible that I had potential bias in what I personally consider an 
infringement of one of the rules of The Summoner’s Code. The second issue to discuss are the 
potential problems of the questionnaire. First of all, as mentioned prior, there was a distinct lack of 
players from the Bronze league (i.e. the least experienced league). It is very interesting what kind of 
insight this study is missing due to the lack of those players answering the questionnaire. Second of 
all, there is always a certain degree of imprecision in Likert scale questionnaires. It is entirely possible 
that some informants misunderstood some of the questions and/or scales. This might be true in 
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particular with some of the negatively worded questions, such as ‘I am never rude myself even if 
others are being rude’. The dynamics of the negatively worded question and the scale ranging from 
Never to Always became confusing for some informants, something that some of the informants 
directly commented upon. Furthermore, there was a mistake in the questionnaire form where two 
questions were accidentally repeated, which might have hurt the ‘professional feel’ of the 
questionnaire. The repetition of the two questions was removed from the analysis of the data.  
 
There are clear limitations in the research, the largest one being the small amount of informants. It 
would have been preferable to have at least over 100 respondents to the questionnaire (and increase 
the proportion of Bronze league players). The questionnaire could have been designed better, e.g. 
there could have been more impoliteness triggering events listed in the questionnaire. The informants 
had some good alternative suggestions, which should be taken into consideration in future research. 
Furthermore, the data is possibly biased to show less impoliteness than what might actually occur in 
LoL games on average. All games in the Top tier were taken from the Diamond league, which 
appeared to have more impoliteness than the Challenger league (the highest league in LoL) games. 
Thus, actual Top tier games might have even less impoliteness than what was shown in the results 
section. Furthermore, nearly all of the transcribed games coincidentally ended in the victory of the 
team that I was observing. It can be argued that the winning team is more satisfied with the game and 
uses less impolite language. Therefore, had I transcribed more games focusing on the losing team, 
there might have been more observable impoliteness in the corpus.  
 
Nonetheless, I believe that the games that were transcribed represented LoL well and the 
questionnaire was open to a wide enough audience. A further strength in the questionnaire was that, 
except for the Bronze league, there was a strong and proportional distribution of players from all 
different leagues. By proportional here I mean that even though there were only a few informants 
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from Master and Challenger, it is proportional to the actual amount of players of that level in LoL, 
which is indeed very small (0,02% of all players).  
 
The findings of this study are important for the overall research of impolite language online. It is very 
important to study online interaction for two main reasons. First of all, both social media and online 
video gaming has become a large part of the daily interaction in which people engage. Second of all, 
online communication is very different from real life interaction, mainly due to partial or complete 
anonymity and the lack of face-to-face cues. It is then important to recognise and study the uniqueness 
of online interaction, which is both substantially different and a huge phenomena in the current world. 
The support of the primary hypothesis indicates that LoL is a very fruitful arena in which to do online 
impoliteness study and I strongly believe that there should be more impoliteness studies in the future 
that use LoL as their corpus. In addition to this, the present study provides a large amount of 
interesting examples of concrete impolite English language, new contextual reasons for said 
impoliteness to occur, and new examples of how people counteract FTAs. All of this makes it highly 
important to study impolite language within LoL. 
 
The present study has only scratched the surface of the full potential for researching impoliteness in 
LoL. More detailed and numerous samples can be collected in the future and there can be more 
dynamic comparison between lower and higher tiers. I even believe that there are potential new 
impoliteness strategies to be found in LoL. However, these questions were outside the context of this 
study, and as such need to be addressed in future research.  
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Appendix 
 
Ranked League of Legends questionnaire 
Please answer the following questions truthfully. The objective is to gather data about ebhaviour in 
League of Legends ranked games anonymously.  
 
Background info 
 
What ranked tier are you in?  
 
Bronze 
Silver 
Gold 
Platinum 
Diamond 
Master Challenger 
 
Section I 
 
My communication with my team has been interrupted (for example someone asking me to shut up) 
 
Other players have questioned/ridiculed my ability to play the champion/role/LoL in general 
 
People being rude in chat doesn’t affect my game play 
 
Other players have offended me with sarcastic/unintentionally rude remarks 
 
I continue playing the game normally even if people are being very rude in chat 
 
I leave the game or go AFK if people are being too rude 
 
I am never rude myself even if others are being rude 
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I have directly been called with negative words (for example ‘you are a retard’) 
 
Other players have claimed that I owe them something 
 
Other team members have left me out by using language I could not understand (for example other 
languages, or messages that are not meant to be understood) 
 
I or my family/friends have been threatened in LoL games in other ways than by reporting/muting 
 
I actively try to defend myself against rude messages 
 
My actions and/or decisions in the game have been questioned 
 
It does not affect my game play if someone is being rude to me 
 
I have seen profane language in LoL games (for example swearing; abusive language) 
 
I rarely use the mute function to mute rude players 
 
My role in the game has been taken away from me (for example a leadership role or a specific lane 
roll) 
 
If someone is being rude to me, I tend to play worse 
 
I or my game play has been criticised by other players in LoL 
 
I actively respond in a rude way to rude messages 
 
Players have used negative words to describe me in chat (for example ‘noob’; ‘retard’) 
 
Team members have intentionally disagreed or avoided agreement with me 
 
I often use the mute function to mute rude players 
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I report players for being rude after the game 
I have been offended by the lack of politeness from other players in a game 
 
My explanations why I am not playing well have been ignored 
 
I don’t care about impolite people and do not report them after the game 
 
Other players have made me feel uncomfortable during a game 
 
I never respond to rude messages 
 
I have been muted by other players 
 
I have been asked inappropriate / highly personal things in LoL 
 
I respond back, in even more rude ways 
 
Players have asked other players to report me or have claimed to report me 
 
I tend to get stressed when people are being rude in chat 
 
Section II 
What kind of events do you think would cause players to being rude in LoL games? Select three of 
the most common events in your view. 
 
Players dying 
Players being AFK 
Players disconnecting 
Players picking a bad character 
Players picking an unsuitable character for the role 
Players going to the wrong lane 
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Players not knowing what they are doing 
Players being rude in chat 
Players getting the wrong items 
Players not responding to team communication 
Players requesting someone to be reported 
Other 
 
Section III 
How often do you see people being rude/flaming in a ranked match? 
 
Never  
Rarely  
Sometimes 
More than once in 5 games 
Often 
Every other game 
More than half of the games 
Every game 
 
Section IV 
 
How often are you unsupportive of a team member? 
 
How often do you write negative things in the chat (for example forfeit 20, GG, can’t win)? 
 
How often do you think you decrease a fellow player’s experience in the game? 
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How often do you befriend someone in a random match? 
 
How often have you written negative things when you have lost (for example BG; report my team)? 
 
How often do you stay calm when someone is raging (at you or in general)? 
 
How often do you help new players out in a match? 
 
How often do you show good example to your team members? 
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Finnish summary 
 
Videopelien suosio on ollut jyrkässä kasvussa viime vuosina. Videopelien pelaaminen on noussut 
pienen alakulttuurin ajanvietteestä osaksi valtavirtakulttuuria eikä sitä mielletä enää ainoastaan 
lapsille sopivaksi harrastukseksi. Tätä havainnollistaa se tosiseikka, että suurin osa videopelien 
pelaajista on aikuisia. League of Legends (tästä lähtien LoL) on yksi suosituimmista peleistä, ja sitä 
pelaa 27 miljoonaa pelaajaa päivittäin. Se edustaa omalla tavallaan nuorison verkkokulttuuria. Näin 
ollen väitän, että LoL on aiheeni kannalta erittäin relevantti ja tutkimisen arvoinen kohde. Tämän 
tutkimuksen kontekstissa olin kiinnostunut epäkohteliaasta kielen käytöstä, josta kyseinen peli on 
erittäin tunnettu. Pelin dynaaminen ja kilpailuhenkinen asetelma luo stressaavan ilmapiirin, joka on 
omiaan aiheuttamaan aggressiivista käytöstä pelaajien keskuudessa.  
 
Tutkimuksen ensimmäinen tavoite oli luoda kattava teoreettinen osio, joka esittelee perusteellisesti 
LoLin pelinä ja sosiaalisena verkostona. Tämä oli tärkeää sen vuoksi, että oletettavasti kovin moni 
lukija ei tunne peliä entuudestaan. Kyseisen pelin sisällön tunteminen on kuitenkin merkittävää, sillä 
se erityinen konteksti, jonka LoL luo, on epäkohteliaan kielen käytön tutkimisen keskiössä tässä 
tutkimuksessa. Tämän lisäksi teoreettisessa osiossa esitellään epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimustaustaa: 
annan epäkohteliaalle kielelle selkeän kuvauksen ja esittelen alan tärkeitä aiempia tutkimuksia ja 
käsitteitä. Lopuksi esittelen tarkemmin sen erityisen kontekstin, jonka verkkokeskustelu luo 
kielenkäytössä. 
 
Tutkimuksen päätavoite oli laajentaa epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimista uudella tutkimusasetelmalla, eli 
tutkimalla LoLia. Tämän tutkimuksen kaksi hypoteesia olivat (1) ”LoLissa on laaja määrä 
epäkohteliasta kommunikointia” ja (2) ”Pelin alemmilla ja korkeimmilla taitotasoilla on merkittävä 
vaikutus epäkohteliaan kielen määrään”. Uskoin, että LoL olisi omiaan tuottamaan korpusta, jota olisi 
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helppoa kerätä johtuen siitä, että keskustelu käydään tekstimuotoisesti, eli se piti vain kirjoittaa ylös 
siinä muodossa kuin se näkyi videolla. Sen lisäksi, LoLissa on suuri määrä autenttista epäkohteliasta 
kieltä, johon ei vaikuta ulkoiset tekijät yhtä paljon kuin muissa mahdollisissa lähteissä, kuten 
esimerkiksi tosi-tv -ohjelmissa. Tavoitteen saavuttamiseksi lähdin tutkimaan miten hyvin LoL 
soveltuu epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimiseen. Toissijainen tavoite oli tutustua tarkemmin siihen 
erityiseen kontekstiin, minkä LoL luo epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimuksessa. Tämä tavoite toteutettiin 
vertaamalla pelin sisäisiä liigoja, jotka kuvaavat pelaajan tasoa. Näin aloittelijat, keskinkertaiset ja 
taitavat pelaajat olivat keskenään vertailukelpoisia ja tätä kautta heidän käyttämänsä epäkohteliaan 
kielen laatua ja määrää oli mahdollista verrata.  
 
Teoreettisessa osiossa oli tärkeää tutustuttaa jokainen lukija LoLin toimintatapoihin ja sosiaaliseen 
järjestelmään. LoL on nopeatempoinen reaaliaikainen strategiapeli, jota pelaajat ympäri maailmaa 
pelaavat yhdessä internetissä. Jokaisella pelaajalla on selkeä vaikutus pelin kulkuun hallitsemalla yhtä 
viidestä joukkueen hahmosta. Pelissä on useampia eri moodeja, mutta tärkein ja suosituin niistä on 
”Suommner’s Rift” niminen kenttä. Kaikki pelit, jotka pelataan ranked-moodissa, eli ne pelit, joiden 
tulokset arvioidaan ja rekisteröidään verkkoon tapahtuvat siinä kentässä. Näin ollen merkittävimmät 
ja vakavimmat pelit pelataan siinä. Tästä syystä tutkimuksen konteksti sijoittuu pelkästään siihen. 
Tässä kartassa on kaksi identtistä puoliskoa, jotka on laitettu vastakkain niin, että jokainen joukkue 
aloittaa omasta tukikohdastaan ja kulkiessaan keskelle törmää ennen pitkää vihollisjoukkueeseen. 
Jokaisella viidellä pelaajasta on oma selkeä rooli ja tavoitteet pelissä. Kartta on jaettu kolmeen 
kulkureittiin. Jokaisella kulkureitillä on yleensä yksi tai kaksi pelaajaa. Reittien välissä on viidakko, 
jossa viides pelaaja kerää erilaisia bonuksia ja tulee tarpeen tullen auttamaan muita joukkueen jäseniä. 
Yhden pelaajan epäonnistuminen voi usein johtaa koko joukkueen häviämiseen. Tällöin on 
ymmärrettävää, että muut pelaajat hermostuvat ja purkavat ärtymystään siihen pelaajaan. 
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LoLissa on melko kehittynyt sosiaalinen verkosto ja mahdollisuus löytää uusia pelikavereita on hyvä. 
Pelissä on useampia eri chatteja, joissa pelaajat voivat viestitellä keskenään yksityisviestein. Peleissä 
joukkueet voivat viestitellä keskenään kesken pelin. Pelinsisäisen viestin voi myös suunnata kaikkien 
pelaajien nähtäväksi, jolloin myös vihollisjoukko näkee viestin. Chatin pääasiallinen tarkoitus on 
mahdollistaa strateginen keskustelu. Pelin rauhallisempien hetkien aikana pelaajat voivat myös 
tutustua toisiinsa ja luoda yhteishenkeä. Peleihin voi mennä valmiiksi tehdyssä porukassa, mutta 
pääasiallisesti pelaajat pelaavat joko yksin tai kahdestaan, jolloin enemmistö joukkueesta ei koostu 
aiemmin tutuista pelaajista.  
 
Pelissä yritetään ylläpitää hyvää henkeä ja kohteliasta keskustelua. Tämän mahdollistamiseksi 
LoLissa on selkeät säännöt siitä, mitä katsotaan epäkohteliaaksi käytökseksi. Näiden sääntöjen 
rikkominen voi johtaa rangaistukseen. Tätä varten on luotu erityinen järjestelmä, jonka kautta 
sopimattoman käytöksen omaavat pelaajat saavat erilaajuisia rangaistuksia. Pahimmillaan pelaajan 
tunnus suljetaan lopullisesti. Pelaajilla on siis selkeä motivaatio käyttäytyä hyvin. Silti negatiivista 
viestittelyä tapahtuu usein.  
 
Seuraavaksi siirryn keskustelemaan epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimuksesta. Toin esille sekä Bousfieldin 
(2008) että Culpeperin (2011) määritelmän epäkohteliaasta kielestä, sillä kummatkin olivat tuoneet 
esille tärkeitä asioita. Päädyin kuitenkin käyttämään Culpeperin määritelmää, sillä se on tuoreempi ja 
sopii paremmin online-pelin tutkimiseen. Tärkein aspekti hänen määritelmässään on jokaisen uniikin 
tilan konteksti sen arvioinnissa mikä on epäkohteliasta ja mikä ei. Näin ollen se, mikä 
kaveriporukassa ei välttämättä ole epäkohteliasta, voi olla hyvinkin epäkohteliasta jossain muualla. 
LoLissa oli aiemman analyysini perusteella selkeä oma konteksti ja omat sääntönsä. Määritelmän 
jälkeen siirryin esittelemään keskeistä termiä epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimuksessa, eli niin sanottua 
”julkista minää” tai toisin sanoin ”kasvot” (englanniksi ”face”). Tämä termi kuvastaa jokaisen 
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ihmisen käsitystä itsestään ja siitä mitä hän esittää muille. Kun julkinen minä eli kasvot tulevat 
haastetuksi, on loukkaantuminen luonnollinen reaktio. Voimasanat, kritisointi, ynnä muu 
haukkuminen voidaan kokea suorana hyökkäyksenä henkilön kasvoja vastaan. Näin sillä on 
keskeinen asema epäkohteliaan kielen ja sen vaikutusten analysoinnissa.  
 
Epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimuksessa on otettava huomioon myös muita asioita. Esimerkiksi täytyy 
olla selkeä malli siitä, miten lähtee analysoimaan rajatapauksia. Tähän on omiaan Gricen (1975) 
”Cooperative Principle”, joka tuo esille neljä kategoriaa miten ihmisten keskustelu voi sujua hyvässä 
sovussa. Näiden kategorioiden sääntöjen rikkominen johtaa epäkohteliaaseen kommunikaatioon. 
Tätä mallia on sovellettu analysoimaan korpuksessa olevia rajatapauksia.  
 
Tutkimuksen kannalta tärkeimpiin kappaleisiin kuului 3.3.2, jossa toin esille Bousfieldin (2008) 
antamat strategiat epäkohteliaasta kommunikaatiosta. Näitä strategioita on sovellettu suoraan 
tutkimuksessa ja ne toimivat yhtenä arvosteluperusteena sille, miten laadukas LoL on ympäristönä 
tuottamaan korpusta epäkohteliaasta kielestä. Strategioita on yhteensä 19. Tässä strategioiden listassa 
oli myös sellaisia strategioita, joita Bousfield ei itse löytänyt omasta korpuksestaan (joka oli kerätty 
eri televisio-ohjelmista). Tämä oli mielenkiintoinen haaste omalle tutkimukselleni, sillä halusin nähdä 
olisiko LoL ympäristönä monipuolisempi ja tarjoaisi esimerkkejä myös näistä harvinaisista 
strategioista. 
 
Muita tutkimuksen kannalta olennaisia epäkohteliaan kielen aspekteja ovat konteksti, 
epäkohteliaisuuden aiheuttaminen ja epäkohteliaisuuteen reagointi. Konteksti on keskeinen 
vaikuttaja ihmisten kielenkäytössä. Mitkään viestit, mukaan lukien epäkohteliaat viestit, eivät tule 
syyttä. Näin ollen konteksti on tärkeää ottaa huomioon korpuksen analysoinnissa. Suuri osa viesteistä 
LoLissa olisi ollut mahdoton ymmärtää ja analysoida ilman spesifin kontekstin tutkimista. 
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Esimerkiksi päällisesti neutraali viesti saattoi osoittautua epäkohteliaaksi, kun konteksti paljasti sen 
epäkohteliaaksi sarkasmiksi. Epäkohteliaisuuden esille tulo liittyy kontekstiin siinä mielessä, että 
joka kerta sille on jokin taustasyy. Tämä taustasyy on ollut näissä tapauksissa konteksti. Sen lisäksi 
taustatekijöinä on myös Jayn (1992) mukaan muun muassa henkilön ikä, sukupuoli, status ja 
ulkonäkö. Näin pienelle lapselle ei välttämättä reagoitaisi aggressiivisesti, kun taas aikuinen saattaisi 
saada kovempaa kielenkäyttöä niskaansa. Lopuksi esittelin eri tapoja miten ihmiset reagoivat 
epäkohteliaisuuteen. Bousfieldin (2008) mukaan jokainen voi joko vastata tai jättää vastaamatta 
epäkohteliaaseen kommunikaatioon. Siinä tilanteessa, että hän jättää vastaamatta, hän hyväksyy sen 
hiljaa. Tämä voi olla omalla tavallaan tehokas puolustusmekanismi. Vastatessaan, henkilö voi 
hyväksyä hyökkäyksen ”kasvoihinsa” tai yrittää puolustautua. Puolustautuminen itsessään voi olla 
myös aggressiivista, jolloin epäkohteliaisuuteen vastataan epäkohteliaisuudella. Myös näitä tapauksia 
oli esillä korpuksessa. 
 
Kappaleessa 3.4 käsiteltiin LoLin kannalta relevantimpaa epäkohteliaan kielen tutkimusta, eli 
verkkokeskustelun ominaispiirteitä. Verkon kautta tapahtuvassa kommunikaatiossa on havaittu, että 
ihmisten käytös on vähemmän rajoitettua, sekä positiivissa että negatiivisessa mielessä. Negatiivisen 
käytöksen rajaamattomuus johtaa suurempaan epäkohteliaan kielen käyttöön verkossa. 
Verkkokommunikaation kontekstissa on tehty mielenkiintoisia havaintoja siitä, miten anonymiteetti 
vaikuttaa negatiiviseen kielenkäyttöön. Omassa tutkimuksessaan Upadhyay (2010) tuli siihen 
tulokseen, että anonymiteetilla on suuri vaikutus kielenkäyttöön verkossa. Hän on myös maininnut 
sen mahdollisuuden, että verkkokommunikaatio olisi itsessään epäsosiaalista. Eri tutkimuksessa 
Lapidot-Lefler ja Barak (2010) esittivät tutkimustuloksiaan, joissa he tulivat siihen tulokseen, että 
katsekontaktin puute voisi olla vielä suurempi epäkohteliaan kielenkäytön aiheuttaja kuin 
anonymiteetti. Molemmat tulokset selittävät LoLissa tapahtuvan kielenkäytön ja antavat hyvän 
viitteen lähestyä ja tutkia verkkokommunikaatiota.  
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 Seuraavaksi siirryn keskustelemaan empiirisestä osiosta. Tutkimuksessa on käytetty ”mixed 
methods”-tutkimusasetelmaa, eli olen käyttänyt sekä kvalitatiivisia että kvantitatiivisia 
tutkimusmetodeja. Olen kerännyt LoLin kielenkäytöstä korpuksen, jota analysoin kvalitatiivisesti. 
Tämä ei kuitenkaan antanut vielä tarpeeksi dataa, joten lisäsin vielä kvantitatiivisen Likert-
asteikollisen kyselyn, joka toi tilastotieteellistä validiteettia tutkimukseen. Kyselyyn vastasi yhteensä 
96 vastaajaa. Korpuksen keräsin 30 pelistä, jotka koostuivat eri tason peleistä. Korpuksessa oli 
yhteensä 7340 sanaa. Eritasoisten pelien analysointi mahdollisti aloittelijoiden ja kokeneiden 
pelaajien keskinäisen vertailun. Korpuksen analysoinnissa käytin Culpeperin (2011) antamaa 
määrittelyä korpuksista, joissa kontekstina oli LoLin omat säännöt käyttäytymisestä (Summoner’s 
Code). Kysely analysoitiin kvantitatiivisilla metodeilla, eli data purettiin taulukoihin ja kuvioihin. 
Arvojen mediaanit on ilmoitettu erikseen.  
 
Pelit kerättiin YouTube-kanavista aina kun tämä oli mahdollista. Aloittelijoiden pelejä oli liian 
vaikeaa löytää, joten käytin sen sijaan ystävien omia pelejä. He olivat tietoisia siitä mitä tutkin, mutta 
he kuitenkin toimivat tarkkojen ohjeiden puitteissa. Näissä ohjeissa pyysin heitä pelaamaan niin kuin 
he normaalisti pelaisivat. Kysely luotiin Itä-Suomen yliopiston omalla Eduix Oy E-lomake ohjelmalla 
ja jaettiin LoLiin liittyvillä keskustelupalstoilla. Kysely luotiin vastaamaan kaikkiin 
tutkimuskysymyksiin paitsi kolmanteen tutkimuskysymykseen.  
 
Korpuksen analysoinnissa täytyi ottaa huomioon se, että pelaajat pilkkoivat lauseensa moneen osaan. 
Esimerkiksi niinkin yksinkertainen lause kuin ”focus the fucking tower, then get out” oli pilkottu 
kolmeen osaan. Näin ollen oli helpompaa ja varmempaa laskea jokaiset erilliset sanat ja verrata 
kokonaisluku siihen lukuun mikä oli epäkohteliaita sanoja. Jos virke oli analysoitu epäkohteliaaksi, 
niin kaikki sanat laskettiin olevan epäkohteliaita, vaikka ne eivät itsenäisesti olisi epäkohteliaita 
muussa kontekstissa.  
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Tutkimukseen osallistuneet pelaajat jakaantuivat melko tasaisesti eri liigoihin, mikä oli erittäin 
positiivista tutkimuksen validiteetin kannalta. Valitettavasti Bronze-liigan pelaajia oli melko vähän, 
mutta asiaan ei pystynyt vaikuttamaan millään tavalla. Vastaajat olivat myös arvioineet itseään 
kohteliaiksi ja rauhallisiksi pelaajiksi. Vaikka pelaajilla on voinut olla parempi näkemys itsestään 
kuin mitä kuuluisi olla, oli tämä kuitenkin positiivista kyselyn kannalta. Tämä johtuu siitä, että 
aggressiiviset pelaajat luonnollisesti aiheuttavat keskivertoa enemmän aggressiota peleissään, joten 
tulokset olisivat voineet olla puolueelliset.  
 
”Tulokset”-luku oli jaettu niin moneen osaan kuin mitä tutkimuksessa oli tutkimuskysymyksiä. Näin, 
jokainen osa vastasi yhteen tutkimuskysymykseen. Ensimmäinen kysymys oli miten yleistä 
epäkohteliaisuus on LoLissa. Datan perusteella epäkohteliaisuutta on melko paljon, tosin sitä ei 
tapahdu aivan jokaisessa pelissä. Sen sijaan, kun pelissä rupesi esiintymään epäkohteliaisuutta, sitä 
oli paljon. Tämä selitti tulokset, joissa kyselyn vastaajien mukaan epäkohteliaisuutta ei tapahtunut 
niin usein, mutta yli 25 % korpuksen aineistosta oli epäkohteliasta kieltä. Täten tulin lopputulokseen, 
että epäkohteliasta kieltä on paljon LoLissa. Toisen kysymyksen, eli onko alemmilla taitotasoilla 
enemmän epäkohteliasta kieltä kuin ylemmillä, vastauksia vertasin siihen liigaan mihin vastaajat 
sijoittuivat. Näistä muodostui selkeä kuva siitä, että ylemmillä tasoilla on vähemmän epäkohteliasta 
käyttäytymistä. Korpuksen statistinen analyysi myös osoitti tulosten olevan tilastollisesti erittäin 
merkittävät (X² = 130,823, df = 2, X² p ≤ 0.001).  
 
Kolmannessa kysymyksessä lähdin analysoimaan mitä eroja korpuksessa näkyi eritasoisten pelaajien 
kommunikaatiossa. Huomasin, että aloittelijat ja keskivertopelaajat käyttäytyivät melko samalla 
tavalla. Kuitenkin kun lähdin tutkimaan parhaita pelaajia, huomasin selkeän muutoksen. Alemmilla 
tasoilla epäkohteliaisuus oli paljon laajempaa. Pelaajat syyttivät joukkuettaan häviöstä, keksivät 
tekosyitä miksi he pelaavat huonosti, valittivat joukkueesta yleisesti, eivät pystyneet harjoittamaan 
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hyvää yhteistyötä ja niin edelleen. Korkeimmalla tasolla epäkohtelias käytös oli erilaista. Pelaajat 
syyllistyivät edellä mainitun kaltaiseen käytökseen harvoin. Sen sijaan he kohdistivat kritiikkinsä 
johonkin yksittäiseen pelaajaan, jättivät kyseisen pelaajan pois yhteistyöstä ja tekivät muita suoria 
syytöksiä tätä pelaajaa kohtaan. Näin siis huomasin, että epäkohteliaan kielen määrän lisäksi myös 
strategiat olivat erilaisia pelin eri tasoilla.  
 
Neljännessä kysymyksessä tutkin mitä eri epäkohteliaan kielen strategioita LoLissa oli. Kävin 
perusteellisesti kaikki 19 strategiaa läpi ja annoin niille selkeät esimerkit korpuksesta, kun niitä 
esiintyi. Sen lisäksi jokaista strategiaa kuvasi yksi tutkimuskysymys, joka antoi lisää tilastollistaa 
dataa. Tuloksena oli se, että melkein jokaista Bousfieldin (2008) mainitsemaa strategiaa löytyi 
korpuksestani. Tämä oli tärkeää koko tutkimukseni kannalta, sillä se todisti, että LoLissa on paljon 
monipuolista epäkohteliasta kielenkäyttöä, mikä oli ensisijainen hypoteesini. 
 
Viidennessä ja kuudennessa kysymyksessä tutkin millaiset tapahtumat aiheuttavat epäkohteliasta 
käyttäytymistä LoLissa, ja miten pelaajat reagoivat näihin. Kvalitatiivinen ja kvantitatiiviseen 
analyysiin tulokset yhtyivät siinä havainnossa, että selkeästi suurin epäkohteliaan kielen käytön 
aiheuttaja oli pelaajien kuolemat peleissä. Vaikka hahmon kuolema ei ole pysyvä tila, se silti 
kasvattaa häviön mahdollisuutta merkittävästi. Tämä oli yhteinen faktori päällimmäisissä 
epäkohteliaisuuksiin johtavissa tapahtumissa: ne vaaransivat mahdollisuuden voittaa oleellisesti. 
Kuoleman jälkeen selkeästi merkittävimmät aiheuttajat olivat pelaajien katoaminen pelistä ja 
pelaajien tietämättömyys sen suhteen mitä täytyy tehdä. Viimeisen kysymyksen kvantitatiivinen 
analyysi toi yllättäviä tuloksia siinä mielessä, että pelaajat ilmoittivat, ettei epäkohtelias kieli vaikuta 
heihin, eivätkä he yleensä vastaa siihen millään tavalla. Kuitenkin korpuksessa näkyi myös muitakin 
strategioita kuin hiljaisuus. Pelaajat myös puolustivat itseään, hiljensivät pelaajan (pelin sisäisellä 
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työkalulla, jonka avulla voi estää tietyn pelaajan tekstin näkymisen itselle), vastasivat aggressiivisella 
tavalla takaisin tai yrittivät neuvotella aggressiivisen pelaajan kanssa.  
 
Kaiken kaikkiaan LoLissa näkyy paljon epäkohteliasta kieltä, ja niiden käytössä on monipuolisia 
strategioita. Pelaajat myös osoittavat monia eri tapoja puolustaa itseään/reagoida strategioihin. Näin 
ollen tutkimuksen ensimmäinen hypoteesi oli osoitettu todeksi. Myös toinen hypoteesi sai paljon 
tukea. Peli selkeästi loi oman kontekstin epäkohteliaan kielen käytölle ja sen tutkimus on 
osoittautunut tärkeäksi ja hyödylliseksi. Pelaajien eriävät taitotasot vaikuttavat kielenkäyttöön 
merkittävästi, mikä osoitettiin todeksi statistisella analyysilla. Näin ollen tulin siihen tulokseen, että 
LoL on selvästi hyvä alusta epäkohteliaan kielen korpuksen keräämistä varten. LoLin tutkimus olisi 
merkittävä lisä tälle tieteenhaaralle ja uskon, että sitä pitäisi käyttää enemmän tulevissa tutkimuksissa.  
 
Tutkimuksessa oli omat heikkoutensa, sillä kyselyyn vastanneita olisi voinut olla enemmän. Tämä 
olisi kasvattanut tutkimuksen validiteettia huomattavasti. Tutkimuksessa oli myös ongelma siinä, että 
pelaajia Bronze-liigasta oli aivan liian vähän. Tämän lisäksi jouduin analysoimaan subjektiivisesti 
kvalitatiivista dataa ja on mahdollista, että eri tutkija olisi tullut toiseen tulokseen. On myös 
mahdollista, että olen myös ollut osittain puolueellinen epäkohteliaan kielen analysoinnissa, sillä 
minulla, kuten kaikilla muillakin, on oma näkemys miten tulisi määritellä rajatapaukset, jotka eivät 
selvästi kuulu kumpaankaan kategoriaan. Lopuksi minun täytyy myös mainita, että on mahdollista, 
että todellisuudessa pelissä on vielä enemmän epäkohteliaan kielen käyttöä kuin mitä minun 
tutkimuksessani näkyy. Melkein kaikissa peleissä, jotka olin valinnut satunnaisesti, seuraamani 
joukkue oli voittanut. On todennäköistä, että se joukkue joka voittaa, ei käyttäytyisi aivan yhtä 
aggressiivisesti kuin se häviävä osapuoli. On siis hyvinkin mahdollista, että jos olisin päässyt 
seuraamaan toista puolta analysoimistani peleistä, epäkohteliasta kieltä olisi ollut vielä enemmän. 
Uskon kuitenkin, että tutkimus on reliaabeli. Kysely oli avoin tarpeeksi suurelle yleisölle tarpeeksi 
113 
 
 
 
pitkään ja korpuksen kokoaminen oli helppoa, sillä kaikki materiaali oli tekstimuodossa. Dataa oli 
myös tarpeeksi ja analyysit olivat loogisesti perusteltuja.  
 
Tutkimuksen löydökset ovat merkittäviä ja ne ovat helposti yleistettävissä oikeaan maailmaan. 
Verkkokeskustelu on erittäin tärkeä osa jokapäiväistä kielenkäyttöämme. LoL edustaa hyvin 
verkkokeskustelukulttuuria ja on itsekin relevantti osa tätä maailmaa suuren pelaajamääränsä vuoksi. 
Verkkokommunikaatiota on tärkeää tutkia myös siitä syystä, että se eroaa kasvokkain tapahtuvasta 
kommunikaatiosta merkittävästi (muun muassa anonymiteetin ja katsekontaktin puutteen takia). 
Täten, on tärkeää tutkia tätä kommunikaatiotyyppiä sekä pyrkiä ymmärtämään miten voimme 
kehittää käsitystämme verkkokeskustelusta. Tämä luo pohjan käyttökokemuksien parantamiselle 
tulevaisuudessa.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
